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OGhe Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, MAY 20, 1871. 
—_—-+-_—~»—-- 

WE CALLED ATTENTION, last week, to the system 
of admission to, or more properly exclusion from, the 
Court of Common Pleas during the trial of the 
Tichborne case. After what we then stated,our readers 
have probably been as much puzzled as we have been by 
@ passage in the Zimes’ report of Monday’s proceedings 
in the case. The passage we refer to, which appeared 
in Tuesday’s Times, is as follows :— 


“Before the case proceeded, his Lordship stated that 
numerous applications had been made to him for orders for 
admission to the Court, a report having been spread abroad 
that persons would not be admitted unless by orders from 
him. He desired to say that a complete misapprehension 
existed in this matter. The bar would be admitted without 
orders or passes, as far as the seats would permit, before the 
sitting of the Court. Upon the sitting of the court both the 
bar and the public would be admitted to such seats as were 
available, without crowding those engaged in the case or 
interrupting the business. The fact was, however, that the 
court was quite inadequate for the purposes of the trial, and, 
having found that upon the first + ay he had written to the 
Lord Chief Justice of England to request the use of the 
Court of Queen’s Bench after to-day, which was at once 
granted. It will still be necessary to secure accommodation 
tor those connected with the trial, and this will be done as 
at present. 

he Solicitor-General stated that the arrangements for ad- 
mission had been made upon the strong representation of 
those interested in the trial 

His Lordship said that he had thought it desirable to 
request from the Commissioners of Police a staff of police to 
preserve the arrangements, which had been granted ; other- 
wise ladies and others connected with the trial would have 
found it impossible to gain an entrance.” 

Now about the facts during the early days of the trial 
there is no doubt whatever. It is a fact that the door- 
keepers had written orders, supposed by them to come 
from the Chief Justice, to admit only the bearers of pink, 
blue, and other tickets. It is a fact that these orders 
were obeyed. Itisa fact that after the sitting of the 
Court, and while there was room inside, those of the 
public who presented themselves without tickets were 
refused admittance. Itis a fact that this exclusion was 
extended tothe bar, even Queen’s Counsel being turned 
from the doors. A letter too. from “a barrister” in 
Wednesday’s Zimes seems to show that the doorkeepers 
can hardly have been wrong in thinking that their 
orders were derived from the Chief Justice. ‘* A barrister” 
says :— 

‘*Permit me to say that upon the first day of the Tich- 
borne trial (Wedn last) I heard with astonishment that 
even members of the he would not be admitted without 
orders. I was incredulous and I accordingly went to the 
Chief Justice’s clerk, whom I found in his room at Weat- 
minster Hall. I asked him if it was true that barristers 
were not to be admitted without orders. He replied that 
such were the directions of the Chief Justice. I then said, 


* I suppose I may give up all hope of hearing any of the case 











if I do not procure an order of admission?’ He replied, 
* You may,’” 

It is evident, therefore, that the Chief Justice has been 
misreported; that he must have limited his statement as 
to the rules of admission to the future, and guarded 
himself against being thought to speak of the past; and 
that the “ misapprehension” to which he refers is that 
of supposing that the rules laid down and acted on during 
the earlier days of the trial would be adhered to through- 
out. It is chiefly because the Zimes, report of his words 
might easily mislead that we refer to this matter again. 

The statementattributed to sir John Coleridge, however, 
ought not to pass unnoticed. He is reported to have 
said that ‘‘the arrangements for admission had been 
made upou the strong representation of those interested 
in the trial.” We presume that by this he meant the 
joint representation of both parties to the cause. He 
does not seem to have said so in express terms, and 
Serjeant Ballantine is not reported to have said a word 
on the occasion, but as it is, of course, impossible that 
such arrangements could have been made by the 
judge to please one party, we must assume the 
facts to be, that the arrangements in question were 
made on the joint application of Sir John Cole- 
ridge and Serjeant Ballantine, or their clients. Now, 
we spoke last week upon the assumption that these 
arrangements had been made by the judge, solely upon 
his own judgment; and we gave our reasons for 
thinking the precedent a dangerous one, But the evils of 
such a system would be at their minimum so long as it 
was directed only by an absolutely impartial person like 
the judge. They would be infinitely increased if the 
parties had anything to do with: the matter. We can 
imagine few things more dangerous in the long run than 
to allow the parties to causes to have any voice in decid- 
ing how the audience in court during their trial should 
be composed. 

It is a matter of congratulation that an objectionable 
practice has been so quickly abandoned. The fact that 
it has been so is the best justification of ourselves, and 
those of our contemporaries who, like us, have called 
attention to the subject. 





IN OUR FORMER REMARKS upon the Trade Unions 
Bill, we stated that it consisted of two parts, 
one civil and the other criminal, and at the same 
time we expressed an opinion that considerable 
opposition to the latter would be manifested 
by the workmen outside Parliament, and by their 
supporters within. The government was apparently 
of the same opinion, for as our readers will remem- 
ber, when the House of Commons went into com- 
mittee on the Bill, it was found that the government had 
split it up into two bills, the civil part forming the 
Trade Unions Act, 1871, whilst the criminal part or 3rd 
section was made into a separate bill. Mr. Bruce seems 
to have fancied that the only ground for the workmen’s 
opposition was, that their amour propre was hurt by 
having the regulations of their unions mixed up with 
criminal offences, and that if the latter were only put 
in a bill by themselves, all would be smooth sailing. This 
artifice was sanctioned by the House, and in spite of 
some opposition the brace of bills went up nearly in 
their original shape to the House of Lords, whence, al- 
though they have already been twice the subject of dis- 
cussion, and some amendments have been made in them 
on unimportant matters, they will probably issue without 
any very considerable change, indeed we believe that at 
the time of writing this article, the first of the two has 
been passed through committee without any impor- 
tant alteration. 

We may therefore consider the main principles invol- 
ved in the two bills as actually law and we propose to 
add a few words to what we have already said on their 
general tendency. 

In the first place, objection has been taken to the first 
remark, which we had occasion to make, namely that the 
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criminal legislation was special, and as such objectionable. 
Mr. Bruce asserts that these offences are no more 
specially directed against a class than are the laws 
relating to embezzlement by clerks and bailees. But 
those laws only make the position of a clerk or bailee no 
protection to persons who would otherwise from their 
position escape coming within the operation of the law. 
If a workman following a person about persistently “ with 
a view to coerce” that person in his relationship as 
master or servant could, but for the fact of that relation- 
ship, be convicted of some other offence, the cases would be 
analogous, but so far is this from being the case that if 
the persistent following was with a view to commit a 
murder he could be only bound over to keep the peace. 
It would have been far more candid—if such a quality is 
allowed a place in politics—to have confessed that the 
case was exceptional, and have justified it on the ground 
of its necessity. On the whole, the government in steer- 
ing its tortuous course between the Scylla of the masters 
and the Charybdis of the men, has not by any means 
relaxed the strictness of our law towards trade 
combinations. As an instance of the truth of this re- 
mark we may state that the judges have hitherto recog- 
nised the possibility of “ picketting,” or watching on 
employers’ premises, being carried on in such a manner 
as not to violate the law, but henceforward we believe 
that all picketting, however peacably carried out, will 
be illegal. It seems to us, therefore, that the operations 
of the trade societies will either have to be sensibly nar- 
rowed, or else that the unfortunate contests so often occur- 
ring between the classes of employers and employed will 
only have been increased in frequency, and in bitterness 
of feeling. It it is almost impossible to regard the 
present measure as even a temporary solution of the ques- 
tion with which it attempts to grapple. 
ready briefly alluded to the important principle introduced 
in the Civil Bill, namely that societies legal in them- 
selves, and established for legal purposes are precluded 
from enforcing themselves, or having enforced against 
them the contracts made between members and the 
whole society. The principle is, we believe, entirely 
novel. It has been quaintly enough compared to the 
cases of agreements void by reason of the Statute of 
Frauds, but such cases are of an entirely different nature. 
There the contract itself is not declared incapable of 
being enforced, but is only directed to be made in a 
particular way, just as a corporation is in genera) able 


only to contract under seal. Again it has been compared | 


to the case of the contract for marriage, because no suit 
for specific performance of such contract has ever been 
entertained. This however of course only depends on 
the particular circumstances attending this contract as 
does the proposal to abolish the notorious action for its 
breach. The case that at first sight bears most analogy 
is that of a universal covenant not to carry on a particular 
trade: but the real reason that this covenant is not en- 
forceable is, that it is from a legal standpoint illegal— 
not perhaps that two men entering into such a covenant 
are liable to an indictment for conspiracy, but illegal in 
the sense that the effects of the performance of such 
contracts are considered by the courts to be deleterious 
to the public. * But the peculiarity of the measure which 
we are discussing is, that the Legislature does not base it on 
the supposition that the fulfilment of the contracts would 
be anything but beneficial, it merely provides that their 
performance should be left to the sense of morality, or of 
honour actuating the parties who have entered into them, 
It isa principle which we think might with advantage be 
extended to some other societies, and at all events is 

* It should be remembered that this is the position claimed 
by Sur W. Erle as the real position of combinations of workmen 
in restrain of trade, &. at common law, (see his j t in 
Hiltons. Echersley, 4 W. Kt. 646, 6 B. & B. 47, 68, and his work 
om Trade Unions p. p. 19. 24. 40. at, seq., see contra judgment of 
Crompton, J.,in Hilton y. Echersley, loc. cit. Walsby v. oy 9 
W. HK. 271,00, L. J. M. C. 121; 2. v. Journeymen of Cam- 
bridge, 8 Mod. 10.; 2. v. Mawhey, GT. B. at p. 636.) 


remarkable as being the only check of this nature ever 
as yet attempted to be imposed on the Courts of Chancery. 





IN A MOTION made before Vice-Chancellor Wickens 
last sittings, in a case of Roscoe v. The New Dale 
Mine Company, the question was raised, whether the 
Court of Chancery can punish as a contempt of its own 
jurisdiction an attempt to intimidate or tamper with 
persons whose evidence is material to a suit, but who- 
have not yet been clothed with the character of ‘‘ wit- 
nesses ’’——who are only prospective witnesses ? Of course, 
it is a contempt to intimidate persons who have already 
given evidence, or have been subpoenaed to do so; but 
there is no reported case in Chancery by which it has 
been decided that it is a contempt to attempt to intimi- 
date persons, who, although not already witnesses in a suit, 
are about to becomeso. However, there is a precedent in 
the Court of Probate and Divorce ; Sham v. Shaw (2 S. & 
T. 517). The Vice-Chancellor, in the present case, con- 
sidered that no interference had been established by the 
evidence; he said, however, said that he recognised the 
importance of preventing any interference or tampering 
with persons who might be called upon to discharge the 
duty of giving evidence in Court, and that whenever 
such a case was established, he should be prepared to deal 
with it, and to punish it with all possible severity. The 
matter seems one of common sense. If a suitor could show 
that some one is taking steps to deal with a prospective 
witness, with the express view of falsifying or getting rid 
of his evidence, the Court could not refuse to interfere. 
But, of course, a party who so invokes the Court is 
under the onus probandi of showing the acts to have been 





We have al- ; 


done with that intention, which may be difficult. 





Tux Bits dealing with the Registration of Parliamen- 
| tary voters have passed asecond reading by a comparatively 
| small majority, but we do not expect that will they survive 
| the criticism with which they will meet in committee. 
Their advocates mainly confined their arguments to a 

statement that some change was required, and that the 

bills carried out the recommendation of two committees. 
| This, however, is scarcely correct, for we certainly un- 
' derstood the committee of last year to decline to follow 
| the recommendation of the committee of the previous 
year. The opponents of the bills on the other hand 
pointed out objections to them, which, as confessed by 
the Home Secretary who supported the second reading, 
were not answered. 

We were surprised, however, to see that no one noticed 
| what we consider one of the greatest objections to the 
| proposed system—the increase of the interval between 
the end of the period of qualification and the coming 

into operation of the register, and the consequent results 
| that all elections must take place upon an old and, there- 
fore, necessarily defective register. 

In commenting on these bills the 7'imes made acurious 
| remark, to the effect that if the Ballot Bill passed, 
| the necessity for a Registration Bill might disappear. 
This may have been intended as a covert argument 
azainst the Ballot Bill. It is clear, however, that the 
passing of the Ballot Bill will require more and not less 
attention to be paid to registration, When scrutinies 
are abolished, the revision courts will need still more care- 
ful attention, since there will be no subsequent oppor- 
tunity of rectifying the register, and though scrutinies 
are now very rare, the possibility of their occurrence 
doubtless stops whelesale frauds upon the register, 


ae — —~ 


Tue Law Reports Councit have just issued, for the 
year 1870, their annual financial statement. The ex- 
penditure for 1870 was about £1,500 less than that of 
1869, ‘‘ which is to be accounted for by there having 
been no digest in 1870, and by stricter care having been 
taken to prevent any more copies of the Law Reports 
being printed than were required to auswer the current 
demand.” The “ back stook’’ of copies have now been 
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disposed of to Messrs Clowes, at the price of £4,250. Upon 
the “general operations” of 1870, after paying the 
minimum on guaranteed salaries to editors and reporters, 
and paying the printer’s bills and other expenses, 
there is a surplus of income over expendi- 
ture, to the amount of £3,167 1s. 5d.; adding to 
this the purchase money of the back stock, the council 
propose to distribute the whole (£7,417 1s. 5d) among 
the editors and reporters. The reader will recollect that 
when the Law Reports were first set on foot, the 
reporters’ salaries were fixed at the nominal amount of 
£400, of which £200 was guaranteed to them. Asa 
matter of fact they have, we believe, been receiving 
about £250, or the minimum guaranteed salary during 
three quarters of the year, and the full nominal amount 
during the remaining quarter. A re-arrangement is 
now made upon an “improved system” under which 
the staff are in future to receive salaries of three-fourths 
of the old nominal amount (i.e., £300 a-year for re- 
porters) in addition to which the council anticipate that 
they will able from time to time to award them bonuses 
out of surplus profits, 

There have been few changes among the members of 
the council. Mr. Daniel, Q.C., the father of the scheme, 
retired early in 1870, his appointment to a Northern 
County Court Circuit rendering it impossible for him to 
attend the meetings. Mr. Amphlett, Q.C., M.P., the 
chairman of the Bar Committee which framed the scheme, 
succeeds Mr. Daniel as representative of Lincoln’s-inn. 
Mr. Barstow, one of the representatives of Gray’s-inn, 
has resigned on the ground of ill-health, and is 
succeeded by Mr. W. C. Fooks, Q.0. 

As a matter of joint-stock practice information, we 
learn that the Council has been incorporated under the 
Companies Act, 1867, and all (except the corporate seal) 
for the emall charge of £44. 





THE RULE AGAINST PERPETUITIES AS 
AFFECTED BY ESTATES TAIL. 


It is one of the peculiar principles of our law of real 
property, the historical development of which must be 
pursued elsewhere, that the owner of real estate by 
creating an estate tail therein—although as to quantity 
and ri sua such estate is only a particular and partial 
one, and may be of very limited duration—thereby 
places it in the power of the tenant in tail to dispose of 
the property to the extent of the estate comprised in the 
ownership of the donor of the estate-tail, so as ‘to disre- 
gard and frustrate any dispositions or restrictions which 
the latter may have made or intended to affect the 
property by way of sequence to the estate tail (see 
1 Preston’s Con. 1 et seg., 3 & 4, Will. 4 0. 74 8, 15.) 

This power of tenant in tail, by executing a disentailing 
assurance, to bar all remainders and reversions as well as 
executory limitations charges and conditions affecting 
the lands entailed, and subsequent to the estate tail, has 
long been admitted, and is the foundation of the impor- 
tant rule that any limitation which comes a/ter an estate 
tail is not obnoxious to the rule against perpetuities, 
because it is in the power of the first tenant in tail in 
possession, who may be personally competent to perform 
a valid act of alienation, to take the estate to market 
freed from the burdens which the terms of the settlement 
have appended to it. This rule applies équally in the 
case of a present vested estate tail, and in that of one 
which must of necessity vest within the legal limits, 
“because immediately after that vesting happens the 
estate tail and all the ulterior limitations are as much in 
the power of the tenant in tail, as if the entail vested 
forthwith” (Lewis on Perpetuity, chapter 32). The 
consequence of this is that if the right of alienation 
should, from accidental circumstances, not be exercised 
during the continuance of the estate tail, and this estate 
should eventually expire, no length of time which it may 
have endured will prevent the subsequent limitations or 
charges from coming into effectual operation, though 








the limits of the perpetuity rule may have been far ex- 
ceeded. 

A restriction to which this rule is thought to be sub- 
ject has been stated by a late eminent writer in the 
following terms. After stating that “It is material to 
observe that executory interests limited in defeasance of 
an estate tail are not within the general rule against 
perpetuities, for as they, in common with all other limi- 
tations ulterior to such an estate, are liable to be destroyed 
by the common recovery of the tenant’in tail, they are 
clearly not within the mischief.” He proceeds: “ But it is 
material to observe that in order to bring the executory 
limitation or gift within the protection of this principle 
it must be connected immediately with the determination 
of the estate tail, and not arise upon any more remote or 
collateral event. It is true indeed that the rule is some- 
times laid down in terms so general as may seem to 
include cases of the latter description, and this mode of 
stating it, has some plausibility, inasmuch as such 
interests are equally destructible by the recovery of the 
tenant in tail while the estate subsists ; but the material 
distinction is that where the executory devise is imme- 
diately dependent on the estate tail, the power of de- 
feating it by a common recovery subsists during 
the whole period that the devise continues in 
its execuiory state, so that at no period unless from 
the personal incapacity of the tenants in tail, on ac- 
count of minority or otherwise, does the executory 
devise exist in an indestructible state; but on the 
other hand where there is an intermediate period, 
however short, between the determination of the estate 
tail and the vesting of the executory devise, for that 
period the executory devise is incapable of being des- 
troyed, and is therefore, exposed to all the mischiefs of 
perpetuities (1 Jarm. Pow. Dev. 409n.). There is not, 


| it is believed, any decided case in which the exception 


indicated by the last quotation has been distinctly 
admitted, but there would seem to be strong grounds for 
considering that it will meet with judicial recognition 
whenever the question may arise. One obvious difficulty 
to be met, if the principle be not admitted, is that there 
must of necessity be some limit, after the determination 
of the estate tail, within which the supposed limitations 
or gifts must vest, in the event of their having survived 
their period of jeopardy during the continuance of the 
estate tail. Otherwise, a door would be opened for the 
foundation of future and contingent perpetuities which, 
if they should outlive their first period of precariousness, 
might afterwards flourish forth indefinitely, indestructible. 
As this of course could not be permitted, and the principles 
of our law against perpetuity, as hitherto defined, do aot 
seem to furnish any remedy for this kind of mischief, the 
necessity of denying validity to any limitation that may 
not be vested at the expiration of the preceding estate 
tail, appears to be clearly indicated. 

With regard to limitations, which, may or not, accord- 
ing to the terms of their creation, vest during the con- 
tinuance, or immediately upon the determination of the 
estate tail, the author of the treatise on perpetuity 
inclines to the opinion, that their ultimate validity muat 
be held to depend upon the event, so that if they vested 
before or upon the expiration of the estate tail, they would 
be valid, otherwise not (Lewis ou Perpetuity, p- 672). 
Some countenance is afforded to this view by the language 
of the judgments in 7regonwell v. Sydenham, 3 Dow. 194. 

In a recent case, the doctrine of how far a prior estate 
tail protects subseqent dispositions of the property from 
the objection of remoteness, was considered in, we believe, 
a new phase, 

In the case of Heasman v. Pearse, 19 W.R. 673, before 
Vice-Chancellor Malis, the question arose under a devise 
whioh, in effect, was, after devises of certain life estates 
with remainders in tail and in default of issue, a devise 
to trustees to sell the property and to hold the proceeds as 
to one third, (which sufficiently illustrates our point of 
inquiry), for the benefit of testator's sister for life, aud 
after her decease, to divide the same among all and every 
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her children who should be then living, and the issue of 
such as should be then dead, the issue to take only the share 
of their parents. The Vice-Chancellor held the effect of 
this clause to be, that there would be no divesting of the 
gifts to parents beyond the first degree or children. The 
children would take the shares which their parents would 
have taken. There was, however, a proviso at the end 
of the will, directing that if the estate should be sold 
under the limitations of the will, and the money become 
payable to the issue of testator’s sister, and any one or 
more of such issue should be then dead, leaving lawful 
issue, then the issue of such issue so dead should receive 
the part or share to which their, his, or her parent would 
have been entitled if living. It seems to have been ad- 
mitted that the effect of this clause, if valid, would be 
to divest the interest of parents in favour of their children 
from time to time, so as to substitute living issue for 
dead parents, as long as the estates for life or in tail, 
which preceded the trusts for sale should endure. 

The Vice-Chancellor held the trust for sale to be per- 
fectly good on the well-established ground, that being im- 
mediately expectant on estates tail,it could be barred if the 
entails took effect, or if they failed (as in this case they 
did), the trust for sale arose immediately after the determi- 
nation of the life estates. But,as to the clause at the end of 
the will, which affected the disposition of the proceeds of 
the sale, the Vice-Chancellor held it to be void for remote- 
ness. “He thought every limitation after an estate tail 
must be good in itself, unless it be by way of contingent 
remainder, which must then take effect during the con- 
tinuance of the estate tail, or at the moment of its de- 
termination, He could see no ground for exempting the 
trusts affecting the money to be produced by sale from 
the rule, which requires that the interests should be 
absolutely vested in some person or persons within a 
life, in being at the death of the testator, or 21 years 
afterwards. It was not desirable to extend the rules for 
suspending the vesting of property.” 

We have, therefore, evolved from this case the ques- 
tion, whether if there be a disposition for the conversion 
of property valid quoad the perpetuity rule from being 
posterior to an estate tail, but the proceeds of such 
property are given to persons who are to be ascertained 
contemporaneously with the period for conversion, but 
under a direction which standing per se and abstracted 
from that disposition which is to furnish the subject- 
matter of division, would be too remote, the direction for 
the ascertainment of the recipients will be tainted with 
the vice, which, in the abstract attaches to it, and so be 
invalid. This question, we believe, has never before been 
presented for decision. : 

If we are to accept literally some of the expressions 
found in the early cases on this subject, as to the odious 
nature of @ perpetuity, we may, perhaps, regard every- 
thing tending in any possible way to this object, as a 
nuisance to be everywhere suppressed if possible, and we 
may be disposed to think that the Vice-Chancellor has well 
interpreted the general spirit of the law in his view of 
this case, and that judges will do well in every case, not 
already covered by decision, not only to mark their 
hostility to the postponement, but also to favour the 
acceleration of the period for vesting of all future 
interests in property. 

We are not disposed to deny that if the matter be open 
to be considered a priori there is much to de said, on the 
score of public convenience in favour of the view taken 
by the Vice-Chancellor. It may well be urged that 
although we are bound by the settled law to admit the 
validity of a disposition of property subsequent to an 
cotate tail, which may possibly take effect by accident, a 
century after the date of the deed or will containing it, 
yet we are not bound unless the law has spoken clearly in 
that sense, to admit of a direction by which the ascer- 
tainment of the persons to be benefited may be suspen- 
ded, and the class made liable to fluctuation till the same 
remote period. An enquiry which would be easy at a 
recent period, might increase greatly in difficulty by 








lapse of time. The circumstances of the case we.are now 
discussing illustrate, we believe, some of these inconve- 
niences. 

Admitting this, we have difficulty, however, in think- 
ing that the grounds of the Vice-Chancellor’s decision 
are reconcileable with the principles and spirit of decisions 
of undisputed authority, or with inferences deducible 
therefrom, too clear to be disregarded. 

It must be remembered that the whole of this doctrine- 
is positivi juris, and that in discussing such questions we 
are compelled, to some extent, according to Bacon’s ex- 
pression, “ sermocinari tanquame vinculis.” Positiverules 
of law have been gradually formed and dispositions of 
property been made in accordance, and the inconveni- 
ence of rejecting an obvious corollary from any well- 
established principle may be greater than any counter- 
vailing advantage from the adoption of a new rule not 
clearly in accordance with established authority, how- 
ever desirable it may appear @ priori. 

In Case v. Drosier, 2 Keen, 764, Lord Langdale held 
that where a term was precedent to an estate tail, and 
therefore not barrable, and the trusts of the term were to 
pay portions in case of failure of issue under the entail, 
the trusts of the term were void, as being to arise at too 
remote a period, and there was no means by which the 
charges could be barred, as they depended on a term, and 
that term was precedent to the estate tail, and after a 
recovery there would remain a term and a trust to be 
performed: a trust which could not be defeated, and a 
term which could not be destroyed. In this case, we 
see, the subject-matter was well provided, but the parties 
could not be called to the enjoyment of it till a period too 
remote. In cases like that under discussion, on the con- 
trary, the danger of perpetuity is avoided by the subject- 
matter itself being in the power of the tenant in tail; 
and, if this power should be exercised to the destruction 
of the subject-matter, it is useless to enquire by what 
process the recipients are to be ascertained. If the 
pabulum is not forthcoming, there is no object in seeking 
for those who would be entitled to partake of it. 

In Curtis v. Lukin (5 Beav. 147) there was a disposi- 
tion which could only have been free of the vice of re- 
moteness by assuming the parties entitled would have 
had it in their power to put a stop to the accumulation 
directed; and, as there were no means of ascertaining 
the share and interest of each individual within the limits 
of the perpetuity rule, Lord Langdale, on this ground, 
held the disposition void for remoteness, 

These cases are both distinguishable in important re- 
spects from the case before Vice-Chancellor Malins, and 
the case of Hartopp v. Carbery (stated in 1 Sanders on 
Uses, 5 ed. 205) to which the Vice-Chancellor referred, 
is not reported in a way to afford any reliable authority 
on this question, but the case of 7regonwell v. Sydenham 
(3 Dow. 174) appears to have an important bearing. In 
that case there was a devise by A. to his son B. for life, 
with remainder to B.’s first and other sons in tail male, 
with remainder to the second and other sons of the tes- 
tator in tail male, and in case of failure of issue male of 
A.’s body to trustees for a term of sixty pears, to accu- 
mulate rents and apply same in purchase of lands to be 
settled on such person as should tien be in possession of 
certain other estates of testator therein mentioned, for 
life with remainders over, and the ¢rusts of this term 
were held void because the person in possession at the 
time when the conveyance could have been made of the 
lands to be purchased, was not in existence at the time 
of A., the testator’s death. It was held that the term 
itself was free from objection, as arising after an. 
estate tail, the vice consisted in the application of the 
money to be ralsed which, in the event, was invalid, as 
directing a life estate to & person not ih being at testa- 
tor’s decease, with remainders to his issue in strict 
settlement. But Lord Eldon pointedly inquired during 


the argument-—‘ Do you mean to contend that the mere 
circumstance of uncertainty who is to take after an 
estate tail, when o recovery may be suffered, and ali be- 
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hind it gves, renders the limitations void ? (8 Dow. 202) 
to which no direct answer was given. The same learned 
Lord in his judgment (p. 215) says—*‘ There can be no 

doubt but in this case the term was well created ;” “ and 
here I must intimate that though these trusts have been 
considered as too remote it is difficult to say that they 
were so in all events.” The observation of Lord Redes- 
dale (p. 207) implys also that if an absolute, instead of a 
life estate had been given to the person in possession the 
trust would have been good. 

It must be observed that in the case of Heasman 
v. Pearse, there was no postponement of the time for 
ascertainment of the parties entitled beyond the period 
when the trust for sale would come into operation, viz., 
the expiration of the previous estates tail; and abselute 
interests are given to the persons then ascertained; no 
new settlement directed, as in Zregonwell v. Sydenham. 
The only difficulty seems to consist in what is indicated 
by Lord Eldon’s question, that till the trust arose there 
would be an uncertainty in the persons who would be 
entitled ; but this uncertainty would have no influence 
in keeping the property out of commerce, as that would 
depend on the exercise or not of the powers of alienation 
conferred by the estate tail ; and we fail to.see that the 
mere ancertainty of the objects of the gift, in a limita- 
tion so circumstanced, was sufficient to invalidate the 
disposition. 

We think the language attributed to the Vice-Chan- 
celior, ‘that every limitation after an estate tail must 
be good in itself unless it be by way of contingent re- 
mainder ” is too general, if it import that every limita- 
tion not taking effect as a proper remainder, but in defea- 
sance of an estate tail, must, in the terms of its creation, 
be confined within the limits of the perpetuity rule. But 
if it be intended to affirm that every disposition which a 
prior estate tail will protect from the vice of remoteness, 
must, in event, actually vest either during the continuance, 
or immediately after the expiration, of the estate tail, we 
think, though unable to vouch a decided case in support 
of the opinion, that such a rule may be a sound one, 





LAW OF SUBTERRANEAN WATER. 


The rules of law which govern the enjoyment of a 
stream, flowing in its natural course over the surface of 
land belonging to different proprietors, are well established 
(Embrey v. Owen, 6 Ex. 353). Every proprietor has a 
right to the enjoyment of the stream flowing in its natural 
course over his land, to use the same, as he pleases, for 
any purpose of his own, not inconsistent with a similar 
right in the proprietors of the land above and below ; so 
that neither can any proprietor above diminish the 
quantity, or injure the quality, of the water which 
would otherwise naturally descend ; nor can any pro- 
prietor below throw back the water without the licence 
or consent of the owners above (Mason v. Hill, 5 B. & 
A. 1). 

It was held in Wood v. Ward (3 Ex. 772), that the 
same rales apply to streams of water flowing under 
ground in a defined channel. Some streams, the river 
Mole, for instance, flow underground during part of their 
course ; but as questions respecting right in such streams 
will not often occur, we may pass on at once to the other 
portion of our subject, which is really one of importance, 
viz., the rights of persons with respect to water which 
does not flow in any defined channel, but percolates and 
oozes through the earth, The law as laid down in 
Embrey v. Owen (sup.), with respect to water flowing in 
a defined channel, whether upon or below the surface, 
does not apply to subterranean water, which merely 
percolates through the soil and has found no defined 
channel, Such water is the property of the owner of the 
soil, of which it may be said to forma part. As it was 


said in Acton v, Blundell (12 M. & W. 825), all below 
the surface is the property of the owner of the inher- 


right to use his own soil in his own way, it follows that, 
if the owner of the soil, in the exercise of this right, and 
with no improper intention, digs « well and taps the 
springs which supply his neighbour's well, that is damnum 
absque injurid, for which his neighbour has no right of 
action (Acton .v Blundell, sup.). 

In the recent case of Grand Junction Canal Company 
v. Shugar (19 W. R. 569) the Lord Chancellor aptly com- 
pared such water to an animal fere nature, which be- 
longs to its captor only so long as he can keep it. If a 
man digs a well, and the water comes into it, he may 
make what use he pleases of it, so long as it is there ; but 
if his neighbour, in the exercise of his right to use his 
own soil in his own way, digs another well and draws off 
the water from the former well, the owner of the former 
well has no course of action, as we shall presently see, 
and his only remedy is to dig deeper. 

In the leading case on this subject (Chasemore v. 
Richards, 5 W. R. 780) affirmed in the House of Lords 
(7 W. R. 685, 7 H. L. Cas. 349), it was decided that the 
owner of an ancient well on the banks of the Wandle 
could not maintain an action against an adjoining land- 
owner who sank a deep well on his own land, and by 
pumps and: steam-engines diverted the water, which 
would otherwise have percolated the soil, and flowed into 
the river above the mill. We said “which would other- 
wise have percolated the soil,’ but the theory of this 
class of decisions is, that because there is no constat as to 
where this water comes from, or whither it goes, or whe- 
ther it goes at all to the person who complains of its 
being abstracted, there is no certainty about a claim 
founded on an alleged abstraction of such water on which 
to ground an action : and, as Wightman, J., observed in 
delivering the opinion of the judges in Chasemore v. 
Richards (sup.) it was impossible to reconcile such a 
right with the natural and ordinary rights of landowners, 
or to fix any reasonable limits to the exercise of such a 
right. 

Chasemore v. Richards (sup.), then, is an authority 
to show that the abstraction of water which only oozes 
through the soil is not a cause of action. This is the 
case as regards wells, whether the water abstracted be 
water that otherwise would have reached the well, or 
water that has actually reached the well; in neither case 
has the owner a right of action (New River Company v. 
Johnson, 8 W. R. 179, 2 El. & Cl. 435), though in the 
latter case it had been reduced into possession by the 
owner of the well (see Acton v. Blundell (sup.). 

Dickenson v. Grand Junction Canal Company (7 Ex. 
282), where it was held that an action would lie agai+st 
a company who had pumped out of their well a quanrity 
of underground water, which would otherwise have goue 
into the river and found its way to the plaintiff's mill, 
and Balston v. Bensted (1 Camp. 463), where Lord Ellen- 
borough thought that the owner of a close was liable for 
cutting a drain, whereby a spring in the plaintiff's close 
adjoining was diminished, are virtually overruled by 
Chasemore v. Richards and Acton v. Blundell, which es- 
tablish the absolute right of the owner of soil through 
which water oozes to use that water as he likes, in ac- 
cordance with the doctrine of the Digest (lib. 39, tit. 3, 
s. 12), in a passage which implies that, ifa man dig a 
well in his own close, and thereby draim his neighbour's | 
well, he may do 80, unless he does it maliciously. He 
ought, however, in.doing so, to bear in mind the maxim, 
sic utere tuo ut alicnum non ledas. It seems singular 
that the question whether the owner of an ancient well 
can prevent his neighbour from sinking another well 
should have been considered a moot question so recently 
as Hammond v. Hall (10 Sim. 531). 

Springs and wells are on the same footing. In a hard 
case (Reg v. Metropolitan Board of Works, 11 W.R, 222, 
8 B. & S. 710) an ancient pond which was supplied by 
springs though the gravel was rendered completely dry 
by the operation of the Metropolitan Board of Works, 





itance, whether solid rook or porous ground, or venous 
earth, or part soil, part water. 


Now, as everybody has a 


who dug a sewer in the vicinity, which tapped the springs 
that would otherwise have risen in the pond, yet the 
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connection with the late prosecution of ships’ stewards. 
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Court could not but follow Chasemore v. Richards, and | 
Acton v. Blundell, in holding that there was no remedy. ! 
In the latest case on this subject (Grand Junction Canal 
Company v. Shugar) counsel for the plaintiffs admitted 
that there could be no remedy in respect of the loss of 
water occasioned by the defendants having tapped the 
springs which fed the canal; but as in tapping these 
springs the defendants abstracted a quantity of water 
from a defined channel, to the usufruct of whieh the 
plaintiffs were entitled, the Court, in protecting the latter 
water by injunction, incidentally’protected the former 
water also. 

Another section of the law of subterranean water is 
that relating to mines. It would seem to be the natural | 
right of each of the owners of two adjoining mines— 
neither being subject to any servitude to the other—to 
work his own in a manner most convenient and benefi- 
cial to himself, although the natural consequence may be 
that some prejudice will accrue to the owner of the ad- 
joining mine, so long as that does not arise from the 
negligence or malicious act of the party. (Smith v. 
Kenrick, 7 C.B. 515, 564:) Hence it follows that, so long 
as the owner of a mine works it in the usual and proper 
manner, he is not liable for water which flows from his 
mine into an adjoining mine at a lower level by gravi- 
tation, though he has no right, by pumping or otherwise, 
to send water artificially into it. (Baird v. Williamson, 
12 W. R. 50, 15 C. B., N. S., 376) In Baird v. William- 
son the mine owner purposely caused the water to flow 
into the adjoining mine ; in Smith v. Kenrick, (sup.) the 
defendant removed the barrier of coal which retained a 
large body of water behind it. The consequenee was, 
that the plaintiff’s mine which lay lower than the defen- 
dant’s was inundated, bnt for this the defendant was not 
responsible, as he had removed the barrier for the legiti- 
mate purpose of obtaining the coal, and so working his 
mine in & manner most advantageous to himself. 
In fact the plaintiff, by working to the external 
eige of his land, had subjected himself to the 
natural flow of water into his mine, which was occa- 
sioned by the removal of the defendants barrier, and 
the argument did not apply that the defendant was 
bound to prevent the water in his mine from eseaping 
into his neighbour’s mine, just as the owner of cattle is 
bound to keep them from straying on to his neighbour's 
field. Such an argument would apply to the percolation 
of dirty water in a state of pollution (Hodgkinson v. 
Luner 11 W. BR. 775, 4 B. & S. 229) but not to water 
seeking its own level by the operation of natural causes, 
for which the higher mine owner is not responsible. 
The conclusion in Fletcher v. Rylands (14 W.R. 799, L. R. 
1 Ex. 265) that one who for his own purposes brings 
upon his land, and collects and keeps there, anything 
likely to do mischief if it escapes, is prima facie 
answerable for all the damage which is the natural con- 
sequences of its escape, is not applicable to damage 
caused by an accumulation of water in a mine behind a 
natural barrier, If the barrier in Smith v. Kenrick had 
been artificial, and the accumulation of water behind it 
artificial, the defendant in Smith v. Kenrick would have 
been made liable for the damage caused by the escape of 
the water, as in Fletcher v. Rylands, instead of being 
excused on the ground that he did the act which led to 
the injury in exercise of his right to work his own pro- 








Oo Monday evening next a meeting of the Social Science As- 
sociation will be held at their rooms in Adam-street, Adelphi, 
when a discussion will be opened by G. W. Hastings, Esq., “on 
the Public Prosecutors’ Bill.” Thechair will be taken at 8 o’clock, 

Mr. Butterworth, the eminent law publisher, is about to 
sent to St Paul’s Cathedral a magnificent alms-dish in silver 
gilt, two feet in diameter. It is to be similar in design to the 
altar plate already presented to the Cathedral by Mr. S, Simpson.. 

Mr. William Eastlake, solicitor, of Plymouth, Law Adviser 
to the Admiralty at that port, has been awarded the sum of 


£200 by the Government, for the services rendered by him in 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 

PURCHASE OF SHARES IN THE NAME oF A NOMINEE, 
Re Great Wheal Busy Mining Company, King’s case, 
LJJ., 19 W. R. 549. 

The shareholder who transfers shares into the name of 
a nominee for the purpose of escaping liability will, on 
the company being wound up, be settled on the list of 
contributories. He has contracted to become a share- 
holder, and he will not be suffered to escape the liability 
under his contract, by any means which the Court con— 
siders fraudulent. But the person who buys shares in 
the name of a nominee, who is registered as the holder, 
stands in a totally different position from the registered 
holder of shares, who transfers them to a nominee of his 
own. According to the decision in King’s case, the per- 
son who buys the shares in the name of another, in whose: 
name he gets them registered for the purpose of escaping 
liability cannot, under any circumstances, be placed on 
the list of contributories ;; and why? Because he has 
never become a shareholder, or agreed to become ashare- 
holder ; and the Court cannot treat him as a shareholder 
for that would be to make a new contract for the parties. 
This decision, as will be seen, depends solely on the want 
of priority between the company and the real purchaser, 
who is not the registered holder, and is wholly irrespec- 
tive of the question whether the transaction is of a 
fraudulent complexion, which is the test in the case of 
shareholders who transfer their shares to men of straw 
for the purpose of escaping liability. 

In Bagg’s case (13 W. R.. 911), which is virtually 
overruled by the present decision, Vice-Chancellor Kin- 
dersley considered that the presence or absence of fraud 
was the test, as in the case of the shareholder who trans- 
fers to a man of straw; but the Iords Justices apparently 
decline to recognise any such distinction, and put their 
decision on the broad ground already stated that there is 
no contract to hold the shares, which the company can 
enforce against the real purchaser. 

In Cow's case (12 W. Ri 92), which was relied on in 
argument, there was an express agreement to take the 
shares, which distinguishes it from King’s case: Cox was 
a promoter, who had agreed to take a number of shares 
in acompany which was forming, and it was arranged: 
that most of the shares he had agreed to take should be 
put into the names of nominees, so as to mislead intend- 
ing applicants for shares; and it was held that he was a. 
contributory. But when a man buys shares in the mar- 
ket, and by his direction the vendors transfer them into 
the name of a nominee, who is- afterwards registered as 
the holder, it is immaterial what the object of the pur- 
chaser was in having them placed in the name of a 
nominee, since there is no contract on the part of the 
original purchaser to take the shares which the Court 
can enforce by making him a contributory. It is obvious 
that the decision gives purchasers a great facility of 
speculation, at all events where the companies possess 
no power to refuse to register transfers, since purchasers 
of shares can put them in the names of nominees, and by 
so doing escape all liability to the company, while the- 
liability to indemnify the nominal owner, if he is alto- 
gether a man of straw, and pays nothing to the company 
for calls, is obviously inconsiderable. But all well-drawn 
articles of association give a discretionary power to refuse 
to register transfers. 





COMMON LAW. 
ALIEN—NATURAL-BORN SUBJECT. 

Dovies vy. O’ Dogherty, Ex, Ch, (Ir.), 19 W. R. 606. 

The real question in this case was, whether two sec- 
tions of the 13 Geo, 2, c. 21, relating to alienage were to 
be read in conjunction or separately, and the decision of 
the Irish Exchequer Chamber, affirming the decision of 
the Irish Queen’s Bench, is in favour of the former view... 
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As the subject is one not often illustrated it will be well 
to notice the case briefly, An Irishman, owning land in 


freland, went abroad, and had born to him abroad sons, 


the eldest of whom died in his father’s lifetime, leaving 
igsue also born abroad. By virtue of 7 Ann, c. 5 and 
4 Geo. 2,c. 21, the sons, though born abroad, were on 
the footing of natural-born subjects ; for it was conceded 
that, although these statutes were English and before 
the Union, yet as they gave to the persons, in whose 
favour they were made, the status of natural-born sub- 
jects of the Crown, that status -was available in Ireland 
as well asin England. For the same reason it was con- 
ceded that the son of the eldest son had, by virtue of 13 
Geo. 3, c. 21, also the status of a natural-born subject in 
Ireland ; but the 4th section of that statute prevents the 
person so favoured from making the privilege conferred 
pon him available in a claim to inherit land, unless he 
pursues his claim within five years of the death of his 
ancestor. <A minority of judges both in the Queen’s 
Bench and in the Exchequer Chamber, held that 
this section was only a distinct Statute of Limita- 
tion, and, being an English statute passed before the 
Union, inoperative in Ireland. The majority held that 
it was rather to be taken as a qualification of the rights 
conferred by the Ist section, and that the effect of the 
two sections taken together was, not that the right to 
the land vested in the foreign born grandson subject to 
defeasance in the event of his not claiming within five 
years, but that it remained in those who, but for section 
1, would have been entitled, subject to a right in the 
foreign born grandson to acquire it by making his claim 
within the five years. In the present action, therefore, 
in which the devisees of the second son of the original 
owner claimed “the land, as against the son of the eldest 
son, who had not claimed within the five years, the re- 
sult was that the devisees of the second son were held 
entitled to succeed. It is to be observed that this deci- 
sion isan authority upon the construction of the statute, 
which is of equal importance in England and in Ireland, 
and it was so treated by the Court. Ifthe opinion of the 
minority were right, the effect would be that, by virtue 
of section 1, the land would descend to the foreign born 
eldest grandson, thus ousting the title of the foreign born 
second son, who, but for that section would have taken. 
If then the grandson did not claim for five years, his title 
would be'destroyed, but there would be nothing to restore 
the title to the son; so that the latter would 
be deprived of the right which the former statutes con- 
ferred upon him without any corresponding advantage, 
and the family in favour of which the latter statute was 
dntended to operate would be placed by it ina worse 
position than before. The chief difficulty lies in the 
‘words of the section—‘“‘ Provided always, &c., that ne 
person shall be enabled hereby to defeat any estate right 
or interest which upon the last day of this session shall be 
dawfully vested in any other person, or toclaim or demand 
any estate or interest, which shall hereafter accrue, unless 
such claim or demand be made within five years next after 
the same shall accrue.” The question is, what does the 
statute speak of as accruing? Is it the title to the estate 
in the sense of the vesting of the estate in the claimant? 
or is ita right to make aclaim to the estate, which, 
when rightfully made, has the effect of vesting the 
estate? What is held in substance is, that what accrues 
is only a right to make the claim; which right, till ex- 
-ercised does not affect the estate of those who would be 
otherwise entitled. 





The office of Secondary of the City of London has become 
vacant by the demise of Mr. G. W. K. Potter, who had held the 
Office since the year 1831. It is in the gift of the Court of Com- 
mon Council, who have nominated Mr. W. Corrie, the remem- 
brancer of the City, to carry on the duties until a permament 
appointment can be made. Mr. Alexander Crossley, solicitor, 
one of the present undersheriffs of Lendon and Middlesex, an 
office ‘which he held six times under different mayoralties, is a 
<andidate for the oe of Secondary. Mr. William Gresham, 
Solicitor, and high bailiff of Southwark, is also a candidate. 








REVIEWS. 


The Law and-Practice of Bankruptey and Imprisonment for 
Debt, comprising the Statutes, General Rules, and Forms, 
and incorporating such portions of the third edition of the 
late Mr. Shelford’s Treatise on Bankruptcy as is applicable 
to the present law, and the Insolvency, Bills of Sale, and 
Warrants of Attorney Acts, By Lawrorp Yate Leg, 
of Lincoln’s Inn, Esq , Barrister-at-Law. London: Max- 
well & Son, 1871. 

It would be no easy task in any case to produce a book on 
bankruptcy at the present moment, when a great change 
has just been made in the law, no one can say exactly haw 
great, for upon many points of extreme importance it still 
remains to be decided whether novelty of language in the pre- 
sent enactment does or does not mean new law, whether the 
old principles of bankruptcy remain in full force or have been 
entirely subverted. We are inclined to think, also, that Mr. 
Lee’s labours must have been greatly increased by the form 
into which his book is cast. It must have been a singularly 
difficult task to take Mr. Shelford’s notes upon old Acts, now 
repealed, to work them up with new matter, and then 
apply them as notes to sections wholly differently framed in 
the new Act, Moreover the arrangement of the book, if a 
troublesome one for the writer, is a troublesome one for the 
reader also, Notes upon an Act of Parliament are extremely 
convenient where they are short in proportion to the Act 
itself, and chiefly explanatory of the words of the Act itself. 
But a long treatise thrown into the form of notes to a com- 
sal ig short Act of Parliament is an unwieldy thing to 

eal with. One never knows exactly what part of the book to 
search for anything in, and unless theindex is unuusally full 
and accurate (in the present case the index, as far as we can 
judge seems good) one is tempted to give up the attempt in 
despair. For example, section 15 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
defining the property divisible among the bankrupt’s 
creditors, fills nearly a page. The notes of the section fill 

112 pages, and they include treatises, in some cases pretty 

full treatises, on such subjects asa wife’s equity to a settle- 

ment, a married woman's separate estate, and stoppage in 
transitu. 

But while we feel bound thus to express our objection to 
the form of Mr. Lee’s book, we have no hesitation in ex- 
pressing our high appreciation of its substance. It is in 
every respect the most important work on bankruptcy, 
which has appeared since the legislation of 1869; and the 
most serviceable text book for practical use at present to be 
found. The greater part of the book is necessarily devoted 
to the discussion of doctrines of law by no means new; and 
these are treated fully and very clearly. Indeed the 
fault we have to find is, that the writer gives us rather too . 
much law. He is too often tempted to discuss in some detail 
branches of law only incidentally connected with bankruptcy, 
such for instance as the doctrine of a wife’s equity to a 
settlement. 

With the new law Mr. Lee has dealt judiciously. Where 
it is clear and simple he states it plainly. Where 
it is doubtful, he points the doubt, without indulging 
in too much speculation as to the solution they may 
ultimately receive. As an instance of this we may refer to 
the mode in which he deals with the very difficult questions 
arising under section 6 of the Bankruptcy Act, as to what 
are fraudulent conveyances in such a sense as to make them 
Acts of Bankruptcy. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joseru Graxam, barrister-at-law, of the Calcutta 
Bar, has been appointed Advocate-General to the Govern- 
ment of Bengal, in succession to Mr. T. H. Cowie, resigned. 
Mr, Graham was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
November, 1852, and has been for some years standing 
counsel to the Government of Bengal, which office had been 
previously held by Mr. Cowie, whom he now succeeds as 
Advocate-General. 


Mr. Joun Pirr Kennepy, barrister-at-law, of Calthtta, 
has been appointed Standing Counsel for the presidency of 
Fort William, in Bengal, succeeding Mr. J. G » who 
has become Advocate-General. Mr. Kennedy was called 
to the bar in Ireland in 1845, and was formerly Recorder 
of Rangoon, in British Burmah. 

Mr, Cuartes Epwarp Howe tt, solicitor, of Welchpool, 
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Montgomeryshire, has been apheties Clerk to the Magis- 
trates for the division of Mathrafal, Deythur, and Pool 
Upper, in succession to his father, Mr. Abraham Howell, 
who has resigned after having held the office for a period of 
thirty-eight years. Mr. C. E. Howell was admitted in 1868. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


May 12.— The Alabama Claims.—Lord Redesdale asked the 
(;overnment if the question whether the United States could, 
a2cording to the principles of international law, persevere in 
the Alabama ciaims since the ‘reconciliation of the Southern 
with the Northern States had been brought before the Joint 
Commission, or would come before those who were finally to 
determine those claims. He was anxious that an important 
point of international law should receive full consideration, 
which he believed had not yet been the case, before this 
matter was settled—viz., the great part which the Southern 
States had in the building and fitting out of the Alabama 
and other vessels. They ordered and paid for the ships, and 
the injury to the trade of the North was committed by them; 
yet they were now represented by President Grant’s Govern- 
ment, which made the claim for compensation. Thus Vir- 
ginia and the other Southern States were asking. us to give 
an indemnity for the injury committed by themselves. Thi 
in private life would be unjust, and he contended that the 
American Government were barred by the course they had 
taken towards the Southern States from prosecuting the 
claim. Had the South achieved its independence, and had 
the claim of the North against this country been substan- 
tiated, we should certainly have asked the South to reimburse 
us for the damages awarded, the injury having been com- 
mitted by and for it. The North could have required the 
South, as a condition of peace, to give compensation for that 
injury ; but, it having thought proper to forgive the principal, 
how could a claim be made against the agent? A man who 
had received a sound thrashing might as well, after forgiving 
his opponent, proceed against the man who lent him the 
stick, and he did not believe that in euch a case an action 
would lie. He was not aware of any precisely analogous 
case, for such an occurrence was necessarily rare. e 
Southern States were treated, not as rebels, but as bellige- 
rents by the North, and so far as warlike operations were 
concerned they were clearly an independent country. They 
had, therefore, all the responsibilities of that position. If A 
ordered B todo something whereby he was benefited, but 
which exposed B to a severe penalty, it would be thought 
very unhandsome for A to file an information against his own 
agent in order to obtain damages ; and the case was little 
altered if A, while not bringing the action himself, allowed 
his brother or partner to doso. Now, the law of nations 
ought to agree with the law as between man and man, and he 
could not see howa claim could fairly be preferred under such 
peculiar circumstances as existed in this case.—The Earl of 
Lauderdale remarked that during the Crimean war the 
Americans allowed a man-of-war to be fitted out in one of 
their ports with guns and warlike stores, which was ulti- 
matly handed over to a Russian agent and taken to a Russian 

ort.—Earl Granville thought that, as the question was 

kely to be referred to arbitrators, it would not be well at 
the present stage to enter into any argument on the subject. 
The point raised by Lerd Redesdale, had not, that he was 
aware, been previously raised. It certainly had not sugges- 
ted itself to the legal advisers of the successive Governments 
which had had to deal with the question, and it had not 
formed a portion of the instructions given to our Commis- 
sioners. Whether it was a good or a one he would not 
say, but it might no doubt have been a proper point to refer 
to the Commissioners in settling, not the claims, but the 
inode in which they should be adjusted. Without givi 
uu ¥ Opinion on the matter, he antl only add that it woul 
be the duty of the Government to consider every possible 
point which could honourably and fairly be waged ageioat 
the claims of the United States. 


May 15—The Trade’ Unions Bill passed through com- 
“1 tee. 

ahe Criminal Law Amendment (Violence, Threats, $¢.) 
Bil Committee. Clause 1.—Lord Cairns remarked that 
the Trades Unien Will had given considerable advan- 
tages to trades’ unions, and had removed their com- 
plaints that they had not the protection of the law and 





were under the ban of illegality. This had been done on 
the understanding that correlative protection should be 
given to persons not members of trades’ unions against 
improper molestation. At present such protection was given 
cal under the 6th George IV., which provided that to 
molest or obstruct any person in going to or returning from 
work should be a misdemeanour. No definition was 
given of molestation, and he understood that employers 
and non-members of unions would be willing to remain under 
the operation of that Act. The present bill, however, re- 
por it, and this clause provided that the persistently fol- 
owing a person from place to place, the hiding of his tools, 
clothes, or other property, and the watching or besetting, 
with two or more other persons, the place where he 
resided or worked should be deemed molestation or ob- 
struction. The clause also provided that “ no other cases” 
should be construed as molestation or obstruction for the 
urposes of the Act, and he feared that by this definition and 
imitation persons would be able to devise and practise with 
impunity other kinds of molestation. He proposed, there- 
fore, the omission of the words ‘‘and in no other cases,” and 
as picketing, with a view of moral intimidation, could be 
indeed, was usually carried on by less than three persons, 

he also proposed the omission of the words, “‘ with two or 
more other persons.” —The Earl of Morley said that moles- 
tation and obstruction had been so vaguely and uncertainly 
defined—black looks and rough words having been sometimes 
included—that it was necessary to give them a stricter inter- 
pretation. Picketing was to some extent necessary, for 
unless the men entering or leaving a factory were watched 
and their names taken down they might pretend that they 
were on strike and draw pay on this plea from the union. 
Unless accompanied by such threats or intimidation as 
would reasonably prevent persons from going to or accept- 
ing work, it was not illegal. It was impossible, moreover, 
for less than three persons to watch works of large size with 
several entrances. It might be well to lay down no test of 
numbers with regard to watching or besettimg a workman’s 
residence, as this was a different thing to bt oe a factory; 
but he objected to the second amendment as one which would 
create a new offence.—Lord Chelmsford pointed out that, 
whether the words “‘ and in no other case ” were retained or 
not, the operation of the clause would be restricted to the 
three cases specified therein. Expressio unius, exclusio alte- 
rius.—The Earl of Derby reminded the committee that 
Lord Cairns’ amendment would not make the mere watch- 
ing or. besetting illegal, the whole clause being go- 
verned by words which provided that there should be an 
intent to coerce. It would have been desirable to de- 
fine this intent, but the bill would leave this to the admi- 
nistrators of the law, and it was obvious that the number of 
persons was no test at all. Half a dozen persons might 
on a watch very quietly, while one or two persons 
— so conduct themselves as to produce terror and inti- 
midation.—The Lord Chancellor. after admitting that the 
omission or retention of the words first objected to was im- 
material, defended the test of number, on the ground that 
one person could not be supposed to exercise coercion, 
whereas the assemblage of three persons gave a presumption 
of coercion being intended. Moreover, though the Act of 
George IV., which had led to considerable difficulty, was 
repealed, other Acts would remain in force which would 
cover offences not included in this bill.—The omission of the 
words, “and in no other cases,” was then agreed to. The 
omission in the sub-section defining picketing of the words, 
“‘ with two or more other persons,’ was carried by 54 to 48. 
—Earl Grey pro an amendment intended to meet 
a very serious form of intimidation—viz., the attempt, 
by assembling before a factory, to prevent new hands from 
entering it. This was not at present provided for. The 
amendment was accepted,and the clause as amended agreed 


to. 

May 16.—The Bank Holidays Bilis, Committee.—The 
Marquis of Salisbury proposed an instruction empowering 
the committee to extent the Bill to payments and acts other 
than the payment of bills of exchange and promissory 
notes.— Lord Overstone approved and suggested that “ gen- 
eral holidays ’’ should be substituted for “ bank holidays, — 
Lords Cairns and Chelmsford thought the instruction un- 
necessary, as the committee had enough power without 
it; and the instruction was withdrawn.—On the motion of 
Lord Colonsay the Bill was extended to Scotland, for which 
a separate schedule of ry was to be provided, Lord Colon- 
say stating, in reply to the Marquis of Salisbury, that the 
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Scotch holidays could not be made identical with the 
English and Irish; in Scotland, “ Whit Sunday,” which 
always fell on the 15th of May, no matter what day of the 
week, was the most important business day of the year.— 
The Duke of Richmond moved, on the score of uniformity, 
an amendment providing that Bills falling due on these 
holidays should be payable on the day preceding, or, if 
that day were a Sunday, on the Saturday previous. This 
bees the law with regard to existing holidays. There 
would otherwise be this anomaly—Good Friday bills would 
be payable on the preceding Thursday, and Easter Sunday 
bills on the Saturday, while the Easter Monday bills would 
not be payable till Tuesday.—The Marquis of Salisbury 
id, the opinion of the London banks connected with the 
Clearing-house had been taken on this point. None of 
them were in favour of the amendment, in five the partners 
were divided, and the remainder, more than a dozen, were 
against it. The Liverpool Chamber of Commerce also 
opposed it, as a hardship to small traders.—Lord Overstone 
thought the amendment would create an injustice, for 
abroad, holding bills on London, and knowing 
nothing of these holidays, might present their bills too late, 
and lose their remedy. If the law interposed an obstacle 
to the performance of an engagement on a given day, it 
ought to be performed on the first subsequent opportunity 
—viz., on the following day. The amendment would also 
overload the Saturday with the business of the following 
Sunday and Monday.—Viscount Halifax thought it desire- 
able to make bills falling due on existing holidays become pay- 
able also on the following day, and to abolish days of e, 
which were in in a very anomalous condition.—Lord Sairns 
recommended the withdrawal of the amendment, believing 
that, an effort would hereafter be made to attain uniformity 
in another manner. A holiday might be proclaimed by the 
Crown, in which cases persons abroad could not be expected 
to be aware of it, and to send in their bills for collection 
by the previous day. He concurred in the propriety of 
abolishing days. of grace. Clauses 1 and 2 were then 
agreed to. The Marquis of Salisbury then moved the 
clause which he had in view in proposing an instruction to 
the committee. It provided,—“ No person shall be com- 
powie to take any payment or to do any act upon such holi- 
ys which he would not be compellable to do or make on 


Christmas-day or Good Friday, and that such obligation | 


shall be transferred to the following day.”—A proposal 
by Earl Beauchamp, to include Ascension ayn the 
schedule, was withdrawn on the suggestion of the Bishop 
of Winchester.—On the motion of the Marquis of Salisbury, 
it was agreed to make the 26th of December always a _holi- 
day, not only on “ Monday,” which word was struck out, 
but.on any “ week-day,” which word was substituted. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


May 15.—The Army Regulation Bill was considered in 
committee. 


May 17.—The Permissive Prohibitory Liquor Bill.—Sir 
Wilfrid Lawson proposed the second reading.—The bill was 
supported by Sir H. Hoare, Mr. E, Smith, and Mr. Cado- 
gan, the latter of whom thought its principle sound, though 
he believed the bill itself would be inoperative.—Mr. 
Wheelhouse, Lord G. Hamilton, Mr. Pim, Sir H. Selwin- 
Ibbetson, Mr. Locke, Sir D. Corrigan, Mr. Mundella, and 
Mr. Bruce opposed the bill.—Lord Sandon could not a 
port the bill, but he must say that every friend of the work- 
Ing classes must feel greatly indebted to the Home Secre- 
tary for having attempted to deal with the liquor trade in a 
comprehensive spirit. Yet he telieved the right hon. 
gentleman, by withdrawing the Dill at an unfortunate 
moment, had most unwillingly done a serious injury to 
those who were trying to settle the question. The ten 
years’ clause made it hopeless to try to earry the bill. He 
regretted that the right hon. gentleman, having abandoned 
the ten years’ clause, had not come forward resolutely and 
said that he would proceed with the bill. He would sug- 
gent that it would be well to introduce a Suspensory Bill, to 
orbid the granting of any further licences, for every fresh 
licence meant fresh compensation. It would be no hardship 
to anybody to introduce such a bill, and thereby a pledge 
would be given both to the Permissive Bill organisation 
and to the country that the Government would next year 
deal with this important question. 

The Benefices' Resignation Biil was read a second time 
and referred to a select committee. 








and passed. , 
The Sequestration of Benefices Bill was read asecond time 
and referred to a select committee. 


May 18.—The Budget Bill was considered in committee, 
a clause, proposed by Mr. Heron, providing for the collection 
of the income tax in two instalments, being negatived by 
76 to 37. 

The Game Law Bills—Mr. Bruce suggested that the 
three Game Law Amendment Bills on the paper should be 
read a second time and referred to a select commitee.—Mr. 
P. A. Taylor objected, and the bills were postponed.—Sir 
H. Selwyn-Ibbetson introduced a bill to amend the law as 
to game and trespass on land. 

Witnesses—House of Commons.—The Attorney-General 
introduced a bill to enable the House of Commons and any 
committee thereof to administer oaths to witnesses. 





OBITUARY. 


MR. SECONDARY POTTER. 


Mr. George William Killett Potter, solicitor, and Second- 
ary of the City of London, died at his residence in Russell 
Square, on the 12th of May, after along and painful illness, 
| at the age of 73 years. Mr. Potter was admitted in 1819, 
and was elected to the office of secondary in 1831, by the 
Court of Common Council, in succession to Mr. Philip 
Wyatt Crowther. Mr. Potter had previously paid the sum 
of £5,000 for the office, which was at that time purchasable, 
and it was agreed by the corporation that his emoluments 
should never be less than £1,000 per annum, though the 
fees might not reach that amount. As secondary, he 
presided over one of the City Courts, and also had the duty 
of providing juries for the Courts sitting at Guildhall, and 
at the Central Criminal Count. His position required him 
to act as legal adviser to the sheriffs, and he conducted for 
them all the elections in which they were returning-officers. 
One of his last official acts was, presiding at the election of 
members of the School Board for the City. By Mr. Potter’s 
death, the clerkship of the Coachmakers’ Company has also 
become vacant. He was a member of the Incorpoated Law 
Society, and of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, and 
| generally attended the annual dinners of the latter institu- 
| tion, which loses in him a liberal contributor. He wasa 
; Freemason. 








MR. C. HINNELL. 

Mr. Charles Hinnell, solicitor, Bury St. Edmunds, Suffolk, 
| died at that place on ths 5th of May, at the age of 75 years. 
Mr. Hinnell was admitted in 1829, and had been in practice 
at Bury St. Edmunds for upwards of forty years. For 
many years he filled the office of vestry clerk of the parish 
of St. James, in Bury. He had been for some time in 
failing health, both mentally and physically. He was a 
commissioner for taking affidavits, and for administering 
oaths, and was a member of the Solicitors’ Benevolent As- 
sociation. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

On Tuesday, the 16th of May, 1871, the question was No. 
excviii, Jurisprudential :—“ Should the Budget of the pre- 
sent session be adopted ?’’ Mr. Herbert opened the de- 
bate in the affirmative, and an active discussion ensued. 
The society ultimately decided in the negative by a small 
majority. 








THE LAND TENURE REFORM LEAGUE. 
The first public meeting of the “Land Tenure Reform 


Association’? was held at the Freemasons’-hall, Great 
Queen-street, on Monday evening under the idency of 
its chairman, Mr, John Stuart Mill. Among those present 


were the Hon. Auberon Herbort, M.P., Sir Charles Dilke,: 
M.P., Sir Charles Trevelyan, K.C.B., the Hon. E. SC 


— Mr. Andrew Johnston, M.P., pees omg Maxse, 
Colonel Ouvry, C.B., Mr. George , Mr. W. R. Cremer, 
and Mr. Weston, of the Land and Labour 4 

Mr. Mill said that after the which had been 





made in our political constitution it was impossible that the 
laws relating to landed property should not come up for revi- 
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sion, It wasarule,to which history furnished few exceptions, 
that nations were governed by their landed proprietors. At 
all events, they had ruled this country, not despotically, for 
the people in the last five centuries had always had some 
share in the government ; but the landlords, and those who 
looked forward to becoming landlords, had had the command 
of Parliament, and still wielded enormous power. He did 
not charge the landlords with having wielded this power 
with any special perversity, or with being worse in any 
respect than people usually were. He owned that they did 
not make those selfish laws, but inherited them; and their 

inds, he said, enslaved by traditional notions handed 
« own from ancestors more overbearing than tyrannical, were 
-v8s capable of understanding the rights of other people 
than any one was now. There ought to be, he said, the 
greatest indulgence felt for the difficulty landlords had in 
freeing themselves from these mental trammels, and the 
people should make their appeal not only to the public, but 
to the high-minded and open-minded of the landowners 
themselves, of whom, he said, there were a great number, 
so as to help in getting rid of a great injustice. The injustice, 
truly, was great. I passover, he proceeded to say, the origin 
of the title by which landed property was acquired, which we 
know in this country was forthe most part foreign conquest. 
Nor need I expatiate on the slavery or serfdom in which 
the rural population were kept for so many centuries; for 
that has long been at an end. I confine myself to evils 
which are still unremedied, and I remark that the land was 
formerly held subject to the obligation of personal service in 
time of war, and many burdensome dues of the Crown in 
time of peace, from all of which in the reign of Charles 
II. the landlords relieved themselves. And what did they 
grant to the Crown instead? An excise on beer. Soon 
after this came the Revolution of 1688, which, among other 


characteristics, had one not sufficiently noticed by historians ;- 


it was a revolution made by the towns against the country 
gentlemen. One of the fruits of it was a tax en the land of 
4s. in the pound, which at that time may have been con- 
sidered an equivalent for the burdens which had been taken 
off the landlords. But the lands were rated to the tax at a 
fixed valuation, made by the landlords, to begin with, and 
which in spite of the enormous increase in the value of land 
has never since been raised; so that the nominal 4s. does 
not now exceed a real 1s., while on the vast town properties 
which have been created by the extension of building it is 
often only a fraction of a penny. That is the first great 
wrong done to the nation by the land interest. The second 
is this:—The rights of landed proprietors were in many 
cases legally limited by rights of common enjoyed by the 
neighbouring inhabitants. These rights the igaloeds have 
been gradually absorbing; formerly, often by downright 
usurpation ; latterly, by the machinery of private Acts of 
Parliament and the Enclosure Commissioners; and they 
are even now pursuing the same course, dividing among 
themselves every year thousands of acres which ought to be 
leit open for the enjoyment or cultivated for the benefit of 
the people. While this process of absorption has been 
going on, a set of laws have been in force, made by the 
landlords, and intended to make sure that no land which 
once got within their grip should ever get out of 
> The laws of Roca bi tenure have been contrived for 
the purpose of keeping together the est possible 
landed possessions in the families which pirsacs hold the 
land ; and though these laws have been considerably relaxed 
in the progress of improvement, such is still their practical 
effect. So much are the power and dignity of this class the 
first object, that to it are sacrificed the interests and wishes 
of the — persons who for the time being represent the 
class, hen land is in settlenent, as most Tand is, the 
landowner has only a life interest in what is called his pro- 
perty ; he can neither sell it nor bequeath it, nor even 
: rant leases exceeding, I believe, twenty-bne years. The 
landlord himself is denied the full use of the land, for fear 
that some of it should go out of the family into other hands, 
It is time that this mode of dealing with landed pro; y 
as if it existed for the power and dignity of the propria 
claes and not for the general good, should hencef cease, 
Ti is association acknowledge no other legitimate end of 
] . led property than the interest we all bave in the proper 
a, lication of the land to the wants of the human race, 

he association recognize no rights to land that are not, 
sulordinate to this, and they have inscribed in their pro- 
gramme @ series of measures intended to bring back landed 
property to this its rightful purpose. Some of the articles 





of our programme it is sufficient just to mention, because, 
though very important, they are of so moderate a character 
that they hardly need any justification. For example, it is 
quite unnecessary that I should say anything against the 
law of Lays ney" for that is sure to go. The present 
Government have taken the task upon themselves. Some- 
thing must be said about the laws of settlement and 
entail, by which land can be settled on a series of persons 
one after another, ending with one who is perhaps unborn, 
and until this unborn child comes of age the land cannot 
be sold, nor any change be made in the order of descent. 
Now, whether any other kind of property, in the funds, 
for instance, should be allowed to be bequeathed in this 
manner need not now be considered; but the land is too 
precious to the whole community to be detained by legal 
fetters in the hands of those who cannot make the least use 
of it. Land tied up from alienation stagnates in the 
hands of the idler, the spendthrift, the incapa- 
ble. Allow it to be sold, and they are soon obliged 
to part with it to the skilful, the energetic, the 
enterprising. If the law allows land to be private 
property, it should be as marketable a commodity, sold 
and bought with as little restriction, as any article of 
commerce. This was an object very dear to Mr. Cobden, 
who thought that free trade in land would end by bringing 
a great part of the land into the hands of the people, and 
many excellent persons, of strong popular sympathies, go 
thus far who have not yet been able to reconcile themselves 
to going with us any further. I will say no more on this 
point, as I have te speak of others which require explana- 
tion much more. e hold that all property in land is 
subject to the will of the State. This is the broad principle 
on which our claims are founded, and which, as long as it is 
confined to theory, few will dispute. Land—and by land I 
mean the whole material of the earth, underground as well 
as above—not having been made by man but being the gift 
of nature to the whole human race can only be appropria- 
ted by the consent, either express or tacit, of society, and 
sotiety remains the interpreter of its own permission, with 
power to make conditions, with power even to revoke its 
consent, on giving due compensation to the interests that it 
has allowed to grow up. ‘There is an association known as 
the Land and Labour League, which maintains that society 
ought to exert this extreme right. According to them, 
all the land of the country should be nationalized, and the 
rents paid into the Exchequer, compensation being made to 
the proprietors. This opinion the Land Tenure Reform As- 
sociation does not as a body adopt. Many members of the 
Land and Labour League, waiving differences of opinion, 
are members also of this association, but it contains many 
other members who are of a contrary opinion, Speaking for 
myself, individually, I should say that the thing might 
ightfully be done, if it were expedient to do it, and I do 
not know that it may not be removed for us in the future, 
but at present I decidedly do not think it expedient. I have 
80 poor an opinion of State management, or municipal man- 
agement either, that Iam afraid many years would elapse 
before the revenue realised for the State would be sufficient 
to pay the indemnity which would be justly claimed by the 
dis; roprietors. It requires, I fear, a greater de- 
ree of public virtue and public intelligence than as yet 
Pees attntned to administer all the land of a country like 
this on the public account. The administration of the waste 
lands is as much, I think, as we are at present equal to. 
At all events, I think we had better make a beginning with 
that, and give a thorough trial to collective before we sub- 
stitute it for individual management ; and since I have been 
led to speak of the waste lands, I will next explain that part 
of the society’s programme which concerns them. ‘The great- 
est stickler for the rights of property will hardly deny that 
if land, the gift of nature to us all, is allowed to be the pri- 
vate property of some of us, it is in order that it may be 
eultivated. Every defence of the institution of landed 
roperty that I have met with declares that to be its object. 
Why, r Hany should any land be appropriated, that is not cul- 
tivated? Observe, by cultivated, I do not thean ploughed 
up. Pasturage is as necessary in this country, even more 
necessary than corn land, and woodland is necessary too. 
I do not make war against parks; they are already very 
roductive pasturage, almost the best sheep pastures we 
eis and the extreme beauty of many of them, a kind of 
beauty found in no country but this, and which is our 
chief compensation for the paleness of our sun and sky, 
should e us prize them as a national benefit. I should 
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be sorry to see the trees cut down and the ground laid out 
as farms are laid out now in ugly squares of corn fields, 
without even hedgerows to separate them, I own, however, 
that I do not think the rs should have power to bar 
out the public from the sight and enjoyment of this beauty. 
With reasonable reservation for privacy, I think that parks 
should be open to the public, as, to the credit of the owners, 
many are now, But what we are at present concerned 
with is the. wastes,—the really wild lands, with are still 
as nature left them, producing nothing except wild animals 
and spontaneous vegetation. Now, I don’t say that it was 
wrong not to cultivate these lands. I don’t say that all of 
them ought to be cultivated now ; but I say, that, cultivated 
or not, they ought to belong to the nation. Ifa common 
is not to be cultivated, why should any man be allowed 
to put a fence round it and exclude the rest of the world? 
If it is to be cultivated, what excuse is there for dividing 
it among the landowners, instead of keeping it for the 
people? Even if some landlord had a legal right to culti- 
vate it, a right not used for so many centuries has fairly 
= by disuse. But in general nobody has the right, and 
whoever wishes to cultivate must ask permission from Par- 
liament. What has kept some good lands uncultivated is 
that a great many persons have rights of common, entitling 
them to the use of the spontaneous produce. When the lord of 
the manor and all the commoners agree, they can divide 
the land among themselves and enclose it. Fortunately, a 
single public-spirited commoner, refusing his assent, can 
frustrate this beautiful arrangement ; and in this way, quite 
recently, Berkhampstead, and Plumstead, and other com- 
mons have been saved. When the commoners do not all 
consent, or when there are too many of them to be bought 
out one by one, application is made to the Enclosure Com- 
missioners, who put the common into their annual bill and 
divide it among the landholders. As the 30,000 families 
who share among them the cultivated soil of this island 
have not yet, as it appears, got land enough, Parliament 
throws in every year many thousand acres more, to 
which it is not even pretended that they have a right. 
And observe at whose cost this has been done. The rural 
labourers had once (it was a long time ago) a very substan- 
tial benefit from the waste lands. Most of them occupied 
cottages on or near some common or green, and could feed 
a cow or a few geese upon it. The cottager had then some- 
thing, though it was but little, that he could call his own; he 
did not absolutely depend for daily food on daily wages or 
parish assistance. When the common was taken away he 
had to sell his cow or his geese, and sink into the dependent 
degraded condition of an English agricultural labourer. He 
often got no compensation. hen he did, if it was even a 
little bit of the land he was soon cheated out of it or per- 
suaded to sell it, the money was quickly spent, and his 
children were no better for it. They would have been much 
better for the cow andthe geese. In modern Enclosure 
Bills there are sometimes, though by no means always, a 
few wretched acres reserved for recreation ground and 
garden allotments, by which last phrase are meant small 
patches of ground, not given to the labourers, but which 
they are allowed to bire at enormous rents. There is now 
before the House of Commons a bill brought in by the 
Government which professes to be a reform of this system. 
And what does the bill say? Itsays that in future, when a 
common is enclosed, a tentb part of it shall be reserved for 
recreation and allotments, provided that this tenth does not 
exceed fifty acres. More than fifty acres are not to be re- 
served on any account, not even if the Enclosure Com- 
missioners should do so unheard-of a thing as to pro- 

ose it. Fifty acres out of sometimes 1,500 or 2,000! 

fty acres for the people; all the rest for the 30,000! 
What a state of things it mnst be when such a proposal 
as this is called, and really is, an improvement! The 
Land Tenure Reform Association invite the public to join 
12 uncompromising opposition to this system. Wedemand, 
not fewer enclosures or larger reservations, but no more 
enclosures at all unless for the benefit of the people. 
Let lords of manors and commoners receive a money equi- 
valent for the Fag they now derive from their rights in the 
land, and let the land itself be vested in some public autho- 
rity im trust for the nation. The first thing to be done is 
what was proposed in the House of Commons by Mr. Win- 
terbotham, and let us hope that now, when he is in the 
Government, he will endeavour to obtain it for us—a general 
survey of the waste lands. When it has been made known 

what they are, their quantity, their quality, and their situa- 








tion, then appoint a Commissioner to consider and report 
what portion of them should be kept open for the enjoyment 
of the lovers of natural freedom and beauty, and what part 
should be cultivated for the benefit not of the rich, but of the 
poor, and let the first thought be for the most depressed part 
ofour working population, the wretchedly paid, downtrodden, 
semi-pauperized, agricultural labourers. The experience of 
allotments has shown how much the occupation of land, even 
on the most extortionate terms, can do for these neglected 
creatures, The allotments are generally the worst land in 
the parish, but the produce they raise from it is prodigious, 
and enables them to pay exorbitant rents. Let them have it 
at rents that are not exorbitant, and when they have had 
it long enough to show that they are capable of managing 
it properly, let them have long leases at fixed rents; and 
when a labourer has shown that he knows how to make 
good use of a little land give him more. When possible, 
make the engagements with associations of labourers, 
combining their labour, that the great principle of co-opera- 
tive industry may have a fair trialon the land. By these 
improvements, honestly conducted by persons who desire 
their success, a new life may be breathed into our unfor- 
tunate agricultural population, while a fair share of the 
value given to the lands by reclamation would go in relief of 
the general taxation of the country. But the commons are 
not the only lands in the kingdom which have as yet been 
kept out of private hands. There are also the great estates 
of public bodies and endowed institutions. Of all the abuses 
and malversations in the management of public matters in 
this country the abuses of endowments are the most flagrant. 
It begins to be felt that the whole of them ought to be taken 
in hand by the nation and thoroughly reformed ; and a 
thorough reform means that their lands should either be 
managed for them by the State, or taken away altogether, 
such of them as are fit to be continued receiving money en- 
dowments instead. If this were done, a great extent of 
landed possessions would be at the disposal of the nation ; 


; and with all the defect of State management, management 


bably be realized for the State. 








by endowed institutions is generally so much worse that even 
after giving them full compensation, to which many of them 
are by no means entitled, a considerable surplus would pro- 
Much of this is town pro- 
erty. A distinguished member of this association, who 
nows the subject officially, can tell you, that one may walk 
for several miles across London without once taking his foot 
off the property of some endowed institution. I have seen it 
estimated that a fifth part of London belongs tothem. Itis 
well known how great a hindrance the obstinate selfishness 
of the owners of house Lary opposes to that most urgent 
reform the improvement of the dwellings of the working 
classes. If those lands were assumed, what facilities would 
be afforded for that, as well as for open spaces, public gar- 
dens, co-operative buildings, useful public institutions, and 
sanitary measures generally, for all improvements that 
are beneficial to the poorer classes! Mr. Mill resumed his 
seat at the conclusion of his address amid great cheering. 

The Hon. E. Lyvitepn Srantey moved the following 
resolution :—‘‘ That the rights of landed proprietors, which 
being the creation of law, can only be sustained as means 
to the general good, are so interpreted in ~— legislation 
that this object is greatly sacrificed to the wealth and im- 
portance of a class, and that the law of landed tenure and 
the practice of Parliament with respect to the land require 
such alterations as may bring them back to their legitimate 
purpose.” He said this movement, which was for the 
perpen of removing the unequal laws which affected 

anded property, was, in its present form, in its infancy. 
He ref to speeches of Mr. Cobden and Mr. Bright to 
show that they had often touched upon this question ; and, 
if Mr. Cobden was accused of a desire to carry out a system 
of spoliation even on his moderate a then this 
movement must expect to be so met. He expressed him- 
self as amazed at the evils which had grown up in town and 
country through the land laws, and, after entering upon a 
history of these evils, he said the people were experiencing 
all the injuries resulting from these wrongs, and soon there 
would not be wanting a phalanx to carry out the principles. . 
that might be advocated. 

Sir C. Dirxe, M.P., seconded the motion, which was 
supported by Mr. Ausgron Hernert, M.P, An amend- 
ment was —— by a member of the Land and Labour 
League. The amendment went to the extent of proposing 
that, in the opinion of the meeting, all the land should be 
nationalized, and that the Land Tenure Reform Association 
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was not worthy of the worki 


ciples went to increase the landlord class. 


class’s support, as its prin- 
The amendment 


was rejected and the original motion was carried. 
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Yarmouth, c 

Mitchinson v Neale f ¢ 

Macdonald v Macdonald fe 

Spilling v Skoyles md 

The Leicester Waterworks Co. 
vGimson md 

Watson v Hasler fc 

Fiddey v Gibbon fc 

Vertue v Miller md 

Grove v Marshall md 

Somers v Alexander m d 

Meredith vy Ruse md 

Bown v Stroud fc 

Dixie v Dixie fc 

Adnutt v Sutton fc 

Mackechnie v Majoribanks fc 

Sladen v Olliver fc 

Savile v Kilner md 

Wilson v Lloyd mfd 

Levick v Noble mfd 

Harrop v Hirst mf d 

Thomas v Caddick m fd 

Constable v Turner mfd 

Kelson v Watts c 

Breton v Gassiot mf d 

Weller v Hatherly fc 

Lake v Lake mfd 

Forbes v Willliams c 

The Agra Bank (Limited) v 
Northcott mfd 

Martin v Martin mfd 

Spencer v Spencer fc 

Waters v Black mfd 

Lloyd v Phillips mf d (short) 

Cameron v Somerville c 

Kingston A he Cowbridge Ry. 

m 


Co. 


c, pro 


Before the Vice-Chancellor WIcKENS. 
Causes, &c. 


The Credit Foncier & Mobilier 
of England (Limited) a 
liquidation) v Lord So: 
and others pt hd 

Same v Same demr of Fresh- 
fields Newman pt hd 

Same v Same demr of G F Hol- 
royd pt hd 

Same v Same d“mr of Rev GJ 
Hilton pt hd 

Bosquet v Bent exons to affi- 
davit for scandal 

Radford v Willis demr 

The Managers of The Metro- 
politan Asylum District v 
Gunter demr 

Maunsell vy Maunsell (1867.— 
M.—104) fe 

Maunsell vy Maunsell (1867.— 
M.—2%) fe 

Johneon vy Johnson fc 

Re Jomeph Thompson's Estate, 
Stockdale v Thompson f ¢ 
(June 2) 

Haygarth v Wearing ¢, with 


wits 

Douglas v Douglas md (May 
%) 

Karl Nelson v Agar m d 


“ las v Webster m d (May 


Orchard v Lake c, with wits 
Mawson v Ingle c, with wits 
Martin v Saunders md 
Harrison v Allen md 

De Rochefort v Dawes fc and 


petn 
Moore v Craven 
(May 30) 
Catt v Tourle c, evidence viva 
voce at hearing (June 5) 
Russell v Martin md 
Armstrong v Armstrong f c 
Pearce v Carrington m 
Dalton v Dalton md 
-mpeadh Booth £ cand ye vad 
In re Coragio’s Estate, 
v ones fe 
Walker Houghton { 
alker v c 
Brodrick v Hew c 
Miller v Campbell md 
Fowler v Scott fe 
Taylor v Miller md 
Fry v Pry fe 
Impey v Mayne fc 
Black v Black md (short) 
Baesv Adams md 


c, with wit 





S vSlater md 
Davia v — ‘rt d 
v rm 
Guiffiths v Dakioy ¢ wit 
Veley v Wells md 
Ashton v Corrigan md 
Cobbold v O’Malley fc 
Hearn v Chidley md 
Faith v Emsley md 
Wildman v Newby md 
The ne Banking Co v 


Moody m 
Wright v Ross, Ross v Archer 
¢e 


f 

Rogers v Ellis fc 

Parkin v Parkin md 

Bourdin v Greenwood md 

French vy Mayhew md 

Atkinson v Robinson f oc, 
& sums to vai 

The London & South Western 
Ry Co v The Somerset & 
Dorset Co fe 

Bond v Farmer md 

Quaife v Quaife fe 

Pratt v Harvey fc 

Torr v Thomas c, with wit 

Vaughan v Botcherby re-hear- 
ing 


Spender Pi Shorland c! 

avage v Tyers c 

Hext'y Gil” mf Fi 

Soffe v Prince c 

Kerry v Clarke m fd 

Muckalt v Muckalt fc 

Martin v Royle fe 

France v Webb fc (short) 

Jackson v Jackson (1865.—J. 
—70), Jackson v Jackson 
(1866.—J.—67) fe 

Fisher v Johnson fc 

Hamilton v Dixon mfd 

Wingfield v Young m fd 


(short) 

Rolph v Rolph mfd 

Saull v Sa c 

Villareal vy Uhthoff mf d 
(short) 

Jacubs v Rylance c 

Walker v Jersey Waterworks 


Co. (Limited) ¢ 
Alexander v Palmer m d 
Theakstone v Theakstone f c 
(short) 
Chapman v Chapman fe 
Lovegrove v Welch fc 
Fawcett v Billings md 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ee 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quoratron, May 19, 1871. 
From the Official List af the actual business transacted, 


3 per Cent. Consols, 93§ 
Ditto for Account, June 1, 93% 
3 per Cent. Reduced 91§ 

New 3 per Cent., 91f 

Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. ’94 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 

Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 
Annuities,Jan.’80— 


Annuities, April, ’85 
Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. :908 


Ex Bills, 21000, — per Ct. 9p m 


Ditto, £500, Do — 5 pin 


Nitto, £100 & £200,— 5pm 

Bank of England Stoc«, 44 per 
Ct. (last half-vear) 236 

Ditto for Account, 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stk., 104 p Ct.Apr.’74, 209 
Ditto for Account 

Ditto 5 per Cent.,July, ’80 112 
Ditto for Account, — 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. '88 100§ 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — 


Ind. Enf.Pr., 5 pC., Jan.’72 100 

Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1074 

Ditto Dekentures, per Cent., 
April,’64— 

Do. Do ,5 per Ceut., Aug. °73 103 

Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 20 pm 


Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 929] Ditto, ditto, under £1006, 20pm 





RAILWAY STOCK. 



























Railways. Paid.|Closing prices 

amet 

Stock, Bristoland Exeter. | 100 924 
Stock) Caledonian.......+0+.- | 100 934 
Stock! Glasgow and South- 100 415 
Stock) Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 100 42g 
Stock! Do.,Kast Anglian Stock, No.2 -| 100 r: 
Stock) Great NOrthern cosoorssreerceceecrereserecseres 100 126g 
Stock! D0., A StOCK* .sccsrsrersesereereersereeeeeees| 100 1364 
Stock| Great Southern and Western of Ireland) 100 100 
Stock! Great Western—OriginGl \....s6s0-sseer) 100 9! 
Stock} Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... ves] 100 14) 
Stock) London, Brighton, and South Coa 100 54 
Stock} London,Chatham, and Dover.., 100 17% 
Stock! London and North-Western., 100 134 
Stock} Lyndon and South-Western ...... 190 97 
Stock} Manchester,Sheffield,and Lincoln 100 at 
Stock) MetrOpOlitan....sccecseroresseeceereees 100 764 
StoCk) Midland ....ccecsseccesseres seer cee serves ..| 100 140 
Stock! Do., Birmingham and Derby .........+ +, 100 99 
Stock) North Brivigh ic.ccsrsereessercrersrerssereree) LOO 304 
Stock] North London .....000+ lov 11s 
Stock) North Staffordshire... .ssecseccereevee 100 64 
Stock) South Devon ....66....004 100 is 
Stock) South-Hastern oo5.5.06c0008 100 85 
EOC “Ene FOS cccsteieinnsssred dosbdvieccesosscocencenpse | 400 168 











* A receives no dividend antil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


Money¥ MARKET AND City INTELLIGENOE. 


The funds are now pretty steady. The English Railways 
have experienced, just at the last, a reactign from the late con- 


tinuation of the advance in p 


The fortnightly settlement, 


however, which fell this week, seemed to indicate an anticipa- 
tion on the part of the B orev of further advances. 


The directors of the 


th Aurora Silver Mining Compan 


(Limited), have issued a report showing that the balance of profit 


u 
¥ 


p, to the end of December last was £21,075. 
ebruary the directors declared a dividend 


and on the (8th 
atthe rate of 20 per 


cent, on the allotted stock, with interest at the rate of 5 per cent, 
per annum on amounts fully paid up in advance of the second 











r 
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call. A further dividend at the same rate of 20 per cent. per 
annum has been declared payable on the 1st June next. 

At the thirteenth annual meeting of the Queen Insurance Com- 
pany, held at Liverpool on Thursday, the directors’ report stated 
that the fire premiums for 1870—less re-i 
to £139,899; while in the life department 275 new policies were 
issued, insuring £132,505. A dividend of ten per cent. was 
declared, the fire reserve fund was increased to £90, 000, and a 
balance of £10,466 carried forward to next years’ accounts. 

Messrs. Jay, Cooke, M‘Culloch, & Co.’s “ Weekly Circular,” 
with mail dates to May 2, and cable advices to May 17, says :— 
“United States bonds have been quite active, and higher. The 
foreign bankers have been free buyers to provide for the demand 
which usually occurs in connection wiih the payment of the May 











interest on the public debt. The home investment demand also ; 


shows some improvement.” 








LAW SALARIES. 

The House of Commons Committee of Public Accounts 
state in their third report that the Controller and Auditor- 
General observes that the salaries of the junior chief clerks 
to two of the Vice-Chancellors have been raised to the 
maximum without the consent of the Treasury being 
obtained, and before the required probationary period had 
elapsed. By an Act of 1852 the Lord Chancellor is em- 
powered to direct an increase of the salary from time to 
time up to a certain maximum, but no such increase is to be 
made until the clerk has been in office for three-years, nor 
without a certificate from the judge to whose court he is 
attached that he has conducted himself to that judge’s 
entire satisfaction ; but it is provided that the increase shall 
be by annual sums of £100. By a. subsequent statute of 
1860 the Lord Chancellor is empowered, upon such certifi- 
cate, to direct the salaries to be increased to the full amount 
authorised by the Act at any one period. It appears that 
several Lord Chancellors have directed increase of salary to 
chief clerks without their having served for three years, and 
in one instance after only a fortnight’s service ; and the 
Lord Chancellor states that in his view the condition of 
three years’ service had not been required since the passing 
of the Act of 1860, The Controller and Auditor-General 
maintains that the second Act only allows that the maximum 
increase may be reached by one step instead of three. The 
Committee of Public Accounts have no hesitation in pre- 
ferring this view, and’ they rémark that no value can 
possibly be attached to a certificate of satisfactory conduct 
for a fortnight. The Treasury sanction to the increase 
appears, from a further examination of all the statutes, to 


be not required ; but the House of Commons Committee | 


are of opinion that the Treasury should be a party to all 
increases of salary or office expenses in the establishments of 
Courts of Law which have been taken upon the Estimates. 

They recommend that the Treasury should institute an 
inquiry with a view to ascertain what further legislation is 
required to give the Treasury the proper control.—Civil 
Service Gazette. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


ATTHE MART, . 
May 16.—By Messrs. Driver. 
Freehold, No. 3, Great Quoen-street, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
£180. Sold £3, 250. 
a building land, Harofield, containing 13a. Or. Ilp. Sold 
£99) 


A etry of freehold building-land, adjoining the Railway Station, 
Wimbledon, containing 13a. 2r. 32p. Sold £500. 


By Messrs. DenENHAM, Tewson, & FARMER. 

Freehold, with possession, No. 6, Kensington-park-gardens. 
Soid £4,800. 

wy es No 73, Avenue-road, term 65 years, ground rent 

Ds old 

A plot of foosbold buildin land, Knight’s-hill, Surrey, contain- 
ing 5a. Or. 9p. £2,900 

A plot of freehold baitaie land, New Eltham, Kent, containing 
7a. Or. Op. Sold £1,790. 

Freehold, Si aoe near the ee Longland’s-cottage and 7a, 2r, 
10p., at £75 perannum. So £1,795. 

Two freehold semi-detached ont Brockly-lane, Lewisham, 
Sold £500. 


By Price & Crank,” 
Copyhold, The Hollies, Lower Clapton, with ase gardens, 
stabling, &o., at £109 per annum. Sold £2,360 
May 17.—By Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrrey. 
My three cottages, Wood-stroot, Shoorness, at £27 10s, 








Pari No. 23, High-street, at £15 12s. Sold £200. 
Nos. 6, 8, and 10 Victory-street, at £38 15s. Sold £260. 
Freehold, No. 48, Victory-street, at £20 per annum. Sold £175. 
Freehold, No. 46, , Victory street, at £24 14s. Sold £190 
Freehold, Nos. 35, 37, and 39, Victory-street, at £38, Sold 


Freehold house, known as Highway House, between Minster and 
Sheerness, at £14. Sold £150. 
May 18.—By Mr. H. W. Sarrett. 
Freehold ground rent of £22 per annum, secured on Nos. 1 to.5, 
Knott-street. Sold £350. 
No. 2, Walmer-cottages, Notting-hill, term 78 years, ground 
rent £6. Sold £250. 
By Messrs. E. and H. Lumtey. 
Fitna hase Nos. 2 to 11, and 8}, Waterloo-place, Clerkenwell. 
— Non 49 and 49}, Carnaby-street, Golden-square. Sold 
800. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Brow—On May 8, at Lyddington, the wife of William Henry 
Brow, solicitor, Uppingham, of a son. 

Corron—On May 17, at 10, Sussex-square, the wife of Henry 
Cotton, Esq. » .C., of a son. 

Cursitt—On M ay 10, at Lawrie House, Blackheath, the wife 
of Alfred Cutbill, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a da hter. 

HARpcasttz—On- Saturday, May 13, at Nether Hall, Bury St. 
payne vs a the wife of Henry Hardcastle, barrister-at-law, of 
a daug 

pamela) May 15, at Kensington, the wife of E. Alfred Paine, 
Esq., attorne -at-law, of a son. 

Witson—On 16, at 13, St. George’s-square, Regent’s- 
park, the wife ” Arthur Wilson, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a 
son. 

MARRIAGES, 

BLoxaM—PURRIER—At St. Martin’s-in-the-Fields, Henry 
Edward Bloxam, of Isleworth, to Harcourt Margaret, ‘daughter 
of Thomas Purrier, Esq., of Chiswick. 

DEATHS. 

Porrgr—On May 12, at 70, Russell-square, Geo. W. K. Pet- 
ter, Esq., 73. 

WiLaumE—On May 13, at 9, Queensborough-terrace, Ken- 
sington-gardens, Thomas Butts Tanqueray Willaume, Esq., 
in the 64th year of his age. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farpay, May 12, 1871. 
UnNtriTep in CHANCERY. 

Dea! and Dover Railway Company.—The Master of the Roils has fixed 
May 22 at it, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator. 

Queen's Benefit Building Society —The Master of the Rolls has fixed 
Saturday, May 27 at 1.15, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator. 

Waterloo and Whitehall Railway Company.—Vice Chancellor Maiins has 
by an order dated May 5, ordered that the above company be wound 
up by this Court. Batten, Gt George-st, Westminster, solicitor for 
the petitioner. 

LimiTep in CaancerY. 

Anglo-Scottish Publishing Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor Malins 
has, by an order dated April 22, appointed Wm Brooks, 11, Old Jewry- 
chambers, to be official liquidator. 

Exe Bight Oyster Fishery and Pier Company (Limited).—The Master 
of the Rolls has, by an order dated March 18, appointed Hy be" 7, 
Westminster-chambers, Victoria-st, Westminster inster, to official 
liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to — their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
theabove. Friday, June 16 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adju- 
dicating upon the debts or claims. 

San Pedro del Monte Silver ae, Company.—Petition for winding ap 

d May be heard before the Master of the Rolls, 
on May 27. Courtenay & y tw Gracechurch-st, solicitors for the 
petitioners, 

Tavarone Mining Company (Cimited),—Vice Chancellor Wickens has, 
by an order dated May 5, ordered th at the above company be wound 
up by the Court, Clements, Thread needle-st; agent for Bircham & 
Oo, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Texspay, May 16, 1871. 

Untanttsp iy Cuancear. 
Britannia Permanent Benefit Building Society.—Petition for winding 
» presented May 5, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor 
wai — on May 26. Cteoburey, jan, Cheapside, soliciter for the peti- 


peten County Penny Bank.—Vice Chancellor Malins has, by an order 
dated May 6, = that the above bank should be wound up by 
this court. Sole, Turner & Turner, Aldermanbary, solicitors for the 

titioners, 

vevenhamn Public Rooms Company. —Petitien for wth. up, presented 
May 6, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Wickens on May 
96. Kingsford & Dorman Rasex-st, Strand; agents for Tassell, Pa- 
versham, solicitor for the petitioners. 
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Limrrep In CHANCERY. 

Elliott Brothers Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 11, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins on 
May 26. Clarke & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; agents for Staniring, jun, 
Rochdale, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Evans’s, Covent Garden (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 5, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins on Friday, 
May 26. Lindo, King’s Arms-yard, Moorgate-st, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

Worthing Mining Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor Bacon has, by 
an order dated May 8, ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
above company be continued, subject to the supervision of this Court. 
The Judge also appointee Arthur Cooper, George-st, Mansion House, 
to be official liquidator. Thomas & Hollams, Mincing-lane, solicitors 
for the petitioners. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tvespay, May 16, 1871. 
Friendly and United Society, Seven Stars Ina, Newton Bushel, Devon. 
May 8. 
Loyal Britons Providence, Lodge No. 1, Friendly Society, Windsor 
Green Tavern, Lodge-rd, Birm, May 13. 
Tradesmen’s Friendly Society, Hatherleigh, Devon. May 13. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
FrrpaY, May 12, 1871. 

Bomanjee Framjee Cama & Co, Gresham House. Oct 16. Narragay v 
Beattie, V.C. Malins. Uptens & Co, Austin-friars 

Brandon, Wm, Spital-sq, Norton Folgate, Sik Manufacturer, June 10. 
Chancellor ¢ Casey, M.R. Withall & Compton, Gt George-st, 
Westminster 

Carter, Wm Martin, Mill Pond Bridge, Bermondsey, Esq. May 31, 
Carter » Drew, M.R. Wilkinson, Bermondsey-st, Southwark 

Dinorben, Rt Hon Gertrude Baroness, Leysdulas, Anglesey, Widow. June 
24. Hughes» Mitchell, V.C. Malins. Walker & Martineau, Kings-rd, 
Gray’s-inn 

Dowse, John Edwd, Anerley-pk, Surrey, Gent. June12. Dowse v Hoff, 
V.C. Wickens. Toy, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Forrest, John, Myddleton-st, Clerkenwell, Watchmaker. June 21. 
Osborn v Leitch, V.C. Wickens. Hopwood & Sons, Chancery- lane 

Garmeson, John, Tottenham-ct-rd, Mercer. June 20. Garmeson v 
Sharrod, V.C. Malins. Dent, Wolverhampton 

Groom, Sam! Robt, Bath, Wilts,Esq. June !7. Groom v Groom, V.C. 
Wickens. Webb, Gresham-st. 

Hardinge, Wm, Newport, Isle of Wight, Captain. June3. Mayer v 
Ayerot. V.C. Malins. Wright, Beéford-row 

Holdsworth, Geo, Halifax, York, Worsted Spinner. June 8. Holds- 
worth » Holdsworth, V.C. Malins. Smith, Halifax 

Hulme, Geo, Chorley, Chester, Labourer. June 12. Burgess v Hulme, 
M.R. Hand, Macclesfieid 

Keates, Geo, Wallwood Farm, Leyton, Essex, Block Maker. June 10. 
Keates ¢ Keates, M.R. Hillearys & Tunstall, Fenchurch-bl gs 

Kemp, Abraham, Handsworth, Stafford. May3l. Wilcoxv Kemp, V.C. 
Bacon. Walker, Woleerhampton 

Orton, Theodore, Fyzabad, East Indies, Assistant-Surgeon ia 7th Bengal 
Cavalry. Sept 4. Registrar, Lpool 

Penman, Wm Boyd, Dundee, Forfar, Commission Merchant. June 24. 
Re Penman, V.C. Wickens. Ward & Son, Leed: 

Renshaw. Jas, Broughton, Lancashire. Flax Spinner. June 24. Rensliaw 
v Higgins, V.C. Malins. Charlewood & rod, Manch 

Robotham, Wm, Newark-upon-l'rent, Nottingham, Gent. June 10, 
Rowbotham » Glover, V.C. Maiins. Hodgkinson, & Co, Newark- 
upon-Trent 

Rowlls, Chas, Kingston-upon-Thames, Surrey, Esq. June 24. Rowils 
© Bebb, V.C. Wickens. Bailey & Cu, Berners-st 


Tuespay, May 16, 1871 


Drane, Jas, Maitland, N.South Wales, Gent. Nov 2. Rees » Drane, M.R 
Hazerd, Harieston 

Waeetans, Harriett Eliz, Aikbam, Kent. June 5. Mortimer v Wheat- 
and, M.R. 

Wood, John, Cottesbrooke, Northampton, Agent, Augil. Milne v 
Wood, V.C. Wickens 

Next ur Kin. 
eo John Pritchard, Chester. June 12. Harrison o Bagnall, 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faipar, May 12, 1871. 
Bargh, Eliz, Manch, Widow. Jane 10. Bunting & Bingham Manch, 
Bayiey. Edwd, Wolverhampton, Stafford, out of business, June |. 
Underi:ill, Wolverhampton 
Bertram, Geo, Aberford, York, Labourer. June 8. Bickers, Tadcaster 
ps aes Wm, Cleethorpes, Lincoln, Rector. June 20. Russell, 
‘or 
Burdekin, Benj, Sheffield, York, Esq. June 16. Burdekin & Co, 
Sheffie!d 
Clay, Jas, Dewsbury, York, Draper. July 1, Scholefield & Oldroyd, 
Dewsbury 
Cranage, Wm, Westbromwich, Stafford, Iron monger. May 29. Coldicott 
& Canning, Dadiey 
— Geo Knaggs, Pollington, York, Farmer. Janel. Clark, 
nait 
Eastland, John, Saint Albans. Hertford, Gent, Nov 1, Annesiey, 
Saint Albans 
—- Alfred, Waplington Manor, York, Esq. July 1. Russell 
or 


Hambrough, Charlotte Anne, Steephill Castle, Isle of Wight, Spinster. 
July |. Domville & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Hickman, John Joseph, Little Queen-at Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Licensed 
Victaalier. June 24. Kivolta, Lineoln’s-inn-fields 

Howarth, Jas, Bary New-rd, ur Heywood, Lancashire, Shopkeeper. 
July 4. Watson, Bury 





nome, Wn, Leadenhall-st, Esq. June 24. Fisher & Fisher, Leaden- 

l-st 

Jean. P a Reading, Berks, Gent. June 12. Kearsey & Parsons, 
‘ou 


= Wm, Weston-st, Bermondsey. June 12. Cordwell, College- 
, Cannon-st 
Martin, John, senior, Crich Carr, Derby, Gent. June 30. Walker, 


Belper 
‘a. Wm, Ramsey Huntingdon, Gent. June 8. Serjeant & Son, 


msey 

Rock, John, North Bank, Muswell Hill, Esq. Aug !. Broughton, 
Finsbury-sq 

Schuster, Leo, Roehampton, Surrey, Merchant. June 30. Hacon, 
Fenchurch-st 

Smith, Geo, Colchester, Essex, Brush Manufacturer. May 24. Neck 
& Donaldson, Colchester 

Stephens, Wm, Bedford-row, Esq. Augl. Flower, Bedford-row 

Sweetman, Eliz, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. July 28. Woods & Demp- 
ster, Brighton 

Trollope, Geo, Parliament-st, Westminster, Esq. July 1. Kempson,. 
& Co, Abingdon-st, Westminster 

Walker, Ann, Heage, Derby, Widow: June 15. Walker, Belper 

Watson, Eliza, Loughton, Essex, Widow. July 20. Tamplin & Tayler, 
Fenchurch-st 

White, Wm Marriott, Bath, Esq. Augil. Peck, Southampton-bldgs 

Williams, Rev Jas, Tring-px, Hertford. July i. Hollingsworth *% Co, 
East India Avenue 

Wright, Wm, Woolmore-st, Turner’s-rd, Bow, Master Mariaer. Aug }. 
Stocken & Jupp, Leadenhall st 


Torspay, May 16, 1871. 
Biggin, Joseph, Coal Aston, Derby, Gent. June 1. Wightman, 
Sheffield 


Clinton, Rt Hon Eliz Georgina, Dowager, Baroness, Princes-gate, Hyde- 
pk. June 24, Currie & Williams, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Freeling, Sir Hy Hill Bart, Barnstaple, Devon. June 30. Davidson, 
Spring-gdns 

renee John, Gt Wakering, Essex, Wheelwright. June 24. Crick,. 

aldon 

Gifford, John, High Beach, Essex, Esq. June 20. Sharp, Gresham 
House, Old Broad-st 

Goodbody, Walter Jas, Edgware-rd, Tobacconist. May 20. Kent & 
Stenning, Cannon-st 

Goode, Simeon, Yeovil, Somerset, Grocer. July 20. Watts, Yeovil 

Hayes, Wm, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn, Esq. June 24. Currie & Williams 
Lincoln’s-inn 

Henning, Alex, Orsett-ter, Hyde-pk, Commander R.N. June 24. Wat- 
son, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

an Fredk Chas, Sheffield, Chymist. June 1. Wightman, 

effe 

Johnson, Rebecca, Cambridge, Widow. Augl. Paterson, Winchester - 
buildings 

mn Chas, Birm, Musical String Mansfacturer. June 1. Brown, 

irm 
Lang Fras, Barnstaple, Devon, Spinster. June 30. 


fomegine 

Lawton. Joseph, Harleyford-rd, Kennington, Gent. May 20. Learoyd, 
Huddersfield 

oe Hutchinson, Rampton, Nottingham, Gent. Jaly 7. 


anch 

J 

Pipes, Wm, Beverley, York, Gent, June 30. Robinson & Son, 
Beverley 

Price, Edwd, Broad Sanctuary, Westminster, Esq. Sept 4, Burchelils , 

Sanctuary, Westminster 

Rayner, Wm, John-st, Cambridge Heath, Hackney, Builder. June 24. 
Prentice, Whitechapel-rd 

Rogers, Fras Maria, Lpool, Spinster. Aug 3l. Wilde, Serjeants’-inn 

Schofield, Harriett, Rashcliffe, Huddersfield, Widow. May 21 
Learoyd, Huddersfield 

Shaw, John, Salford, Almondbury, York, Farmer. May 22. Learoyd, 
Huddersfield 

Strickland, Walter, Cokethorp-pk, Witney, Oxon, Esq. June 24, 
Valpy & oe Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Waller, Wm Alex, King-st, Cheapside, Solicitor. July 1. Nicholson, 
& Herbert, Spring-gdns 


Davidson, 


Bankrupts. 
Fraipay, May 12, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar . 
To Surrender in London. 
Grouse, Emanuel, South-row, Golden-sq, Woollen Draper. Pet May 8 
Brougham. June 2 at 11 
Mitchell, Wm Hy, Chippenham-rd, Harrow-rd, Builder, Pet March 28. 
Pepys. May 23 at 11 
Pearce, Albert, Holborn, Hosier. Pet May 5. Murray. May 25 at 1.30 
Van Stan, Fredk, Testerton-st, Notting-hili, Dealer in Fancy Goods. 
Pet May 4, Hazlitt. May 24 at I1 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Barrett, Robt Barber, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Plumber. Pet May 10. Cham- 
berlin. Gt Yarmouth, May 30 at 12 
Evans, Edmund, Westerleigh, Gloucester, Grocer, Pet May 8. Harley. 
Bristol, May 22 at 12 
Evans, Edwin, Westerleigh, Gloucester, Grocer. Pet May 8. Harley. 
Bristol, May 22 at 12 
Gledhill, John Fras, Armley, nr Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. Pet May 8. 
Marshall, Leeds, May 25 at 11 
Hacche, Thos, Swansea, Glamorgan, Licensed Victnaller, Pet May 4. 


Morris. ee ee 30 
Hall, John re ; , Lpool, Ohair Manufacturer. Pet May |0. Watson. 
at 
Pet May 8. Collina. 
Pet May 10. Potts. 


Lpool, May 
Hawkes, John, Chevington, Suffolk, Grocer. 
ury St Edmund's, May 30 at 2 
Lewis, Kichd Edwd, Weston, Salop, Farmer. 
Madeley, May 24 at 12. 
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Piegins, Wm, Walsoken, Norfolk, Butcher. Pet May 10. Partridge. 
King’s Lynn, May 24 at 11 
Spencer, Joseph, jun, Kingston-upon-Hull, Shipwright. Pet May 9. 
Phillips. Kingston-upon-Hull, May 25 at 11 
Stott, Wm, Tyldesley, Lancashire, Carrier. Pet May 8. Holden. Bolton, 
May 24 at 10 
Whitehead, Rev Edwd, Hailsham, Sussex. Pet May 10. Blaker, Lewes, 
May 26 at 10 : 
Tugspay, May 16, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 


Parker, John, Southampton-row, Bloomsbury, Watchmaker. Pet May 

13. Pepys. May 30 at 11. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Brock, Saml, Devon County Gaol, Exeter Farmer. Pet May 13. Pearce, 
East Stonehouse, May 31 at 1i 

Clemans Geo, Westerham, Kent, Butcher. Pet May 11. Alleyne, Tun- 
bridge Wells, June 1 at 11.30 

£dwards, Alfd, Wellington, Somerset, Draper. Pet May 13. Meyler. 
Taunton, May 29 at $.30 

Laycock, John, Leeds, Cloth Finisher. Pet May 12. Marshall. Leeds, 
June 8 at 11 

Mason, Rev John, Stoke Lodge, Bishopstoke, Hants. Pet May 9. 
Thorndike. Southampton, May 31 at i 

McCormick, Wm, Royal Crystal Palace Hotel, Norwood, no occupation. 
Pet May 12. Rowland. Croydon, June 2 at 12 

Peate, Thos, Guiseley, York, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. Pet May 12. 

_ Marshall, Leeds, June 8 at 11 

Verity, Simeon, Meanwood, nr Leeds, Stone Merchant. Pet May 12. 
Marshall. Leeds, June 8 at 11. 

Se Clown, Derby Grocer. Pet May 12. Wake. Sheffield, 

ay 26a 

Warrand, Arthur Wellesley, Westhorpe, Notts, late Lieut H.M.’s 42nd 
Reg. Pet May 11. Patchitt. Nottingham, June 13 at 12 

Wiliams, Edwd, jun, Blandford Forum, Dorset, Grocer. Pet May 11. 
Symonds, Dorchester, May 27 at 1 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faipay, May 12, 1871. 
Balis, Thos Fitt, Calder House, Brixton-hill, no occupation. May 10 
Jackson, Wm Tarleton, Union-st, Southwark, Druggist. May 1 
Scholes, Chas Hy, Blackburn, Lancashire, May 8 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, May 12, 1871. 
Adam, Walter, sen & Wm Adams, Birm, Gun Manufacturers. May 20 
fi. a of — Bennett's hill, Birm 
thorn, Thos Walter, Manch, Plumber. May 23 at 3, - 
ner & Horner, Cross st, Manch ; silane 
— my : are Ps. Islington, Bootmaker, May 24 at 2. at 
ces of Birchall & Kogers, Southampton bl Ch ‘ 
acm ae inn, Holborn " ‘nai staal 
rnes, ohn, Canterbury ter, Stanley rd, Dalston, Printer. M 
23 at 3, at offices of Godfrey, Basinghall st , me J 
Barnes, Benj, Kentish Town rd. Chemist. May 25 at 2, at offices of 
Dalton & Jessett, St Clement’s house, Clement’s lane 
Bates, Mary & Jas Edwd Bates, Huddersfield, York. June 1 at 11, at 
| a Nama Hotel, Argyle st,Glasgow. Learoyd & Learoyd, Hudders- 


Beech, John, Hanley, Stafford, Beerseller, May 24 10, at 
Fe gg Lawton st, Congleton , spisigtes’ tp. gc 
ibby, Jeremiah, Manch, General W . 3 
offices of Heath & Sons, ‘owas st, me ebabucicen 
Ne a cee ee Sewing Machine Manufacturer. May 
. ices of Jackson, B ° 
Benson & Eiletson, Bristol ee ee 
Bullock, Wm, Southport, Lancashire, Jeweller. May 26 at 3.30, at 
i Grapes Hotel, Lime st, Lpool. Thomas, Southport 
Campion, John, Peterborough, Northampton, Potato Merchant. May 
Gan Ne ve —_ = Gane, Market pl, Peterborough 
’ » Southgate, Mi A 
OGhepsie Southgate, ddx, Builder. May 26 at 11, at 145 
Joombs, Thos, Petersfield, Hants, 1: . 5 2 
aoa Now in, we. daper. May 26 at 12, at office of 
r, Fre ohn, Danbury, Essex, Wine Merchant, May 23 at 1, at 
offices of Duffield & Bruty, High st. Chelmsford = ; 
Comper, John Curtis, Lpool, Theatrical Manager. May 25at 3, at offices 
i Gibson & Bolland, South John st, Lpool. Laces & Co 
ore nt prenmacnmawr, Carnarvon, Labourer. May 24 at 12, at 
ud Sa eece & Tarrant, Mostyn st, Llandudno, Chamberlain, 
avis, Wm John Castleden, Canterbury, Kent, Dra 
\ ‘ » Draper. May 26 at 12, 
f Low of Foreman & Cooper, Gresham st. Plummer & Fielding, 
Dixall, ‘I'hos, Tonbridge, Kent, Builder. May 25 at}, at th 
yi . 95 4 e Angel 
on Tonbridge. Palmer, Tonbridge . ‘ wd 
pry Sap Gatestead, Durham, Licensed Victualler. May 23 at 12, 
— eee of Woolston, Wells st, Gateshead 
“1 m, Armathwaite, Cumberland, Farmor. May 26 at 12, at office 
Donaldenn 2% Carruther's ct, Scotch st, Carlisle 
awe Son, Wim, Bolton, Lancashire, Builder. May 29 at 3, at offices of 
pens & Pennington, Mawdsley st, Belton 
oe, nee Salmon’s lane, Limehouse, Grocer. May 26 at 2, at 
alm Dalen & Jessett, St Cloment’s house, Clement’s lane 
aan avid, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Comm Agent. June 3 at 12, 
Pe boy of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
rH » Geo, Yoxall, Stafford, Druggist. June 2 atl, at the White 
ean Hotel, Burton-upon-Trent 
vee py baron fants, Butcher, May !9 at 3, at office of King, 
ry 
Gould, Joshua Andrew, Stalybridge, Chester, Waste Dealer, May 25 
+ 4t the Star inn, Stamford at, Stalybridge, Buckley, Stalybridge 





Griffiths, John, Lpool, Builder. May 26 at 2, at office of Sheen & Martin, 
South John st, Lpool. Fowler, Lpool 

Hampson, Joshua, Droylsden, Lancashire, Grocer. June 5 at 3, at 
offices of Sampson, South King st, Manch 

Hayes, Jane, Warrington, Lancashire. May 26 at 11, at office of Sutton, 
Commercial chambers, Warrington. Davies & Brook 

Hill, Aaron, Bury, Lancashire, Woollen Manufacturer. May 24 at 4, at 
offices of Grundy & Co, Union st, Bury 

Hillam, Joseph Garside, Bradford, York, Worsted Manufacturer. May 
25 at 3, at the Victoria Hotel, Bradford. Holroyde & Smith, Halifax. 

Hornby, William Bennet, Willington Quay-on-Tyne, Iron Ship Builder. 
June 2 at 11, at offices of Ingledew & Daggett, Dean st, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Hull, Chas, Birm, Steel Toy Manufacturer. May 24 at 3, at offices of 
Smith, Ann st, Birm 

Hurndall, Joha Sutcliffe & Thos Hurndall, Bristol, Wine Merchants. 
May 22 at 2, at offices of Wotton & Co, White Lion bidgs, Broad st, 
Bristol. Maurly, Brisvol 

Jacks, Thos, Bloxwich, Stafford, Miner. May 27 at 11, at offices of 
Sheldon, Lower High st, Wednesbury 

James, Thos, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. May 24 at 
3, at offices of Stevenson & Davies, Brook st, Stoke-upon-T'rent 

Jester, Wm, Birm, Butcher. May 25 at 3, at office of Rowland, Birm 

Kay, Jas & Aaron Hill, Bury, Lancashire, Woollen Manufacturers. 
May 24 at 3, at offices of Grundy & Co, Union st, Bury 

Kennimore, Geo, Bilston, Stafford, Fruit Salesman. May 22 at 2, at 
offices of Creswell, Bilston st, Wolverhampton 

Kidd, John, jan, Lpool, Provender Dealer. May 29 at 3, at offices of 
Gibson & Colland, South John st, Lpool. Dixon, Lpool 

Knowles, John, Sheffield, Silver Plater. May 23 at 1, at offices of Broom- 
head & Co, Bank chambers, George st, Sheffield 

Korn, Philip, Lawrence lane, Agent. May 23 at 3, at offices of Holmes, 
Finsbury pl, South 

Lansdale, John Richd, Trowbridge, Wilts, Chemist. May 25 at 12, at 
office of Rodway & Mann, Union st, Trowbridge 

Lees, Thos Walter, Wolverhampton, Stafford, out of business. May 25 
at 11. at office of Green, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 

Le Geyt, Caroline, Lower Merton, Surrey. May 24 at 12, at offices of 
Cogswell, Coleman st 

Macauley, Geo Gibson, Birkby, Huddersfield, York, Brewer. May 26 at 
lJ, at offices of Learoyd & Learoyd, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

Macauley, Thos Frith, Birkby, Huddersfield, York, out of business. 
May 26 at 3, at offices of Learoyd & Learoyd, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

McClement, Jas, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Quarryman. May 22 at 
11, at the Erskine Arms Hotel, Conmay. Jones, Conway 

McClymont, Gavin, Bradford, York, Draper. May 23 at 11, at offices 
of Chesney, Dewhurst bidgs, Manchester rd, Bradford 

McShane, Augustin, Lower ~eymonr st, Jeweller. May 31 at 1 ,at office 
of Richardson, George st, Mansion house 

Meadows, John, Upper Thames st, Wine Merchant. June 1 atl, at 
Offices of Bailey, Tokenhouse yd, Lothbury 

Miller, Thos, Bitteswell, Leicester, Lime Manufacturer. June lat 1, at 
the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Thompsons & Co, Stamford 

Monday, Wm, Nailsea, Somerset, Surveyor of Roads. May 19 at 12, at 
offices of Clifton, Corn st, Bristol 

Moorley, Thos, Swinton, L hire, T ist. May 26 at 12, at 
office of Rideal, Ridgefield, Manch 

Morrison, Hy John, Heavitree, Devon, Schoolmaster. June 2 at 10, at 
the Bude Hotel, St Sidwells, Exeter. Burrow, Cullompton 

Nye, Chas, Powis st, Woolwich, Linendraper. May 24 at Li, at offices 
of Buchanan, Basinghal! st 

Ogden, John, Salford, Lancashire, Manufacturer of Fancy Goods. May 
25 at 4, at office of Addleshaw, King st, Manch 

Oldham, David, Hyde, Chester, Hatter. May 24 at 3, at office of Sut~ 
ton & Elliott, Brown st. Manch 

Oswald, Chas, George yd, Lombard st, Ship Broker. May 24 at li, at 
office of Brooks, Old Jewry chambers 

Parry, Thos, Stoke-upon-Trent, Statford, Watchmaker. May 22 at 2.30 
at the Copeland Arms Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. Davies, Stoke-upon- 





Trent 

Pedwell, Elias Henry, Landport, Hants, Confectioner, May 23 at 12.30, 
at office of Ford, Fratton st, Landport, Purtsmouth 

Piggott, Luke, sen, Wantage, Berks, Cordwainer. May 30 at 2, at office 
of Ormond, Wantage 

Reddron, Thos, Poulton, Bradford-on-Avon, Wilts, Woollen Ware- 
houseman. May 23 at 12, at the warehouse, Trowbridge. Beaven, 
Bradford-on-Avon 

Rider, Thos, Dewsbury, York, no occupation. May 29 at1l, at the Man 
and Saddle Hotel, Market pl. Dewsbury. Walker, Dewsbury 

R rs, Jas Pringle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Draper. May 25 at 13, at 
office of Hoyle & Co, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Sale, Mary Eliza, Bromham, Bedford. May 29 at 11, at offices of Whyley, 
& Piper, Dame Alice st, Bedford 

Sanderson, John, Church st, Rotherhithe, Rugging Manufacturer. 
May 29 at 1, at offices of Wright & Co, London st, Fenchurch st 

Sawyer, Frank Harcourt, West Croydon, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. 
June 2 at 2, at the Guildhall Tavern, Guildhali yd. Harrison, Farni- 
val’s inn, Holborn 

Scoltock, Sam!, West Bromwich, Stafford, Plumber. May 26 at Ll, at 
offices of Jackson, Lombard st, West Bromwich 

Scruton, Jas, Beverley York, Grocer. May 24 at 1, at offices of Robin- 
son & Son, North Bar st, Beverley. Robderts & Leak, Kingston-upon- 


Hull 

Shepherd, Wm, Manningham, York, Merchant's Clerk. May 27 a6 11, 
at offices of Kerry, Bradford 

Stubbs, Thos. Allonby, Cumberland, Common Brewer. May 24 at 12, 
at 116 Crosby st, Maryport. Collin, Maryport 

Sturley, Thos, Harbury, Warwick, Innkeeper. May 23 at 5, at office of 
Wright, Dormer pl, Leamington 

Tansley, John Jones & Jas Hodgson, Lpool, Builders, May 30 at 13, at 
office of Gregory, York didgs, Dale st, Lpool 

Tayler, Wm Potter, Penryn, Cornwall, Tailor, May 25 at Il, at 
offices of Carlyon & Paull, Quay st, Truro 

Taylor, Geo Francis, jun, Blicke ter, South Lambeth rd, Corn Dealer. 

ay 20 at 2, at offices of Charlton, Philpot lane. Goatly, Sow st, 

Covent garden 

Vernet, John, Fenwick rd, East Dulwich, Mercantile Clerk. May 23 at 
2, at office of Tilley, Finsbury pl, South 
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Wall, Jas. Hanley Quay, Worcester, Builder. May 80 at 2, at the Swan 
Hotel, Tewkesbury, Taynton : 

Wallingten, Jas, St Bartholomew’s rd, Holloway, Brick Manufacturer. 
May 25 at 2, at office of Blake & Hughes, Lothbury 

x Thorpe Lee, Egham, Surrey, Agricultural Machinist. 

May 20 at 1, at the Katherine Wheel inn, High st, Egham. Roberts, 
King William st 

Welch. John, King’s Bench walk, Temple, Special Pleader. June 6 at 
12, at offices of Chester & Urquhart, Staple inn, Holborn 

Wilkinson, Walker, Batley. York, Wheelwright. May 24 at 3.30, at 
offices of Scholefield, Batley _. 

Williams, Wm, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Ironmonger. May 27 at 2, at tho 


Liverpool Arms Hotel, Brook st, Chester. Williams, Porthyraur, Car- | 


narvon 

Wood, Jas, Bear alley, Farringdon st, Type Founder. May 25 at 2, at 
the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn 

Wright, Frank, Wallsend, Northumberland, Draper. May 24 at 2, at 
offices of Hodge & Harle, Wellington pl, Piigrim st, Newcastle-upon- 
Trent 

TuespaY, May 16, 1871. 

Andrew, Thos, Skelton, York, Innkeeper. May 25 at 11, at offices of 
Dobson Gosford st, Middlesborough 

Atkinson. Saml May, Bradford, York, Merchant’s Clerk. May 30 at 3, 
at office of Richardson, Townhall ehambers, New Market st, Bradford 

Barraclough, John, Leeds, Coal Owner. June 3 at 11, at office of 
Clarke, Bank st, Leeds 

Beeton, Christopher Joseph, Queen st, Cheapside, Accountant. May 31 
at 4. at office of Burn, Gresham st 

Rell, Thos, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. May 26 at 12, at offices of 
Bousfield, Market st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Bishton, Danl Wm, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Licensed Vfctualler. 
May 29 at 12, at office of Green, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 

Bishton, Wm, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Timber Merchant. May 29 at 
11, at office of Green, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 

Blanshard, Wm, Redcar, York, Esquire. June 5 at3, at the Station 
Hotel, York. Snowdon. Leeds 

Komford, Anne Mary, Hitchin, Hertford, Milliner. May 30 at 11, at 
offices of Wade, Bucklersbury, Hitchin F 

Borgen, Adolph, New Bond st, Merchant. June 1 at 1, at office of Bot- 
hamleys & Freeman, Coleman st 


Bottomley, Geo, Huddersfield, York, Cabinet Maker. May 29 at ll, at 


the County Court, Huddersfield 
3utcher, Fredk Geo, Greenham, Berks, Journeyman Blacksmith. May 
27 at 11, atthe White Hart, Newbury. Lucas, Newbury 
Challacombe, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 24 at 12, at1 
Somerset p!, Swansea. Smith & Co, Swansea. 
Cleland, Andrew, Wellington College, Sandhurst, Berks, Builder. May 
31 at 11, at office of Soames, New inn, Strand. Cooke, Wokingham 
Cowgill, Wm, Shelf, York, Farmer. May 24 at 11, at offices of Rhodes, 
Duke st, Bradford 
Dawson, Alex Augustus, Lit James st, Hoxton, Druggist. May 23 at 
3, at offices of Thwaites, Basinghall st. Dobie, Basinghall st 
Dennis, Hy, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Miller. June 1 at 12, at offices of 
Woodbridge & Sons, High st, Uxbridge 
French, Hy, Theophilus, Old Change,"Warehouseman. May 31 at2, at 
offices of Lovering & Minton, Gresham st. Rooks & Co, King st. 
Cheapside 
Gausden, Chas Jones, Battle, Sussex, Butcher. May 26 at 2, at the Star 
inn, High st, Battle. Sheppard 
Goodacre. Emily, Tavistock sq. May 30 at 2, at the Guildhall Onffec 
house, Gresham st. Backler, Fenchurch st 
Guy, Geo, Birm, Grocer. May 26 at 12, at the Acorn Hotel, Tempic st, 
Birm. Rowlands, Birm 
Hadler, Wm, Smethwick. Stafford, Greengrocer. May 26 at 11, at 
offices of Barton, Union chambers, Union passage, Birm 
Harrison, Thos. Old Goole, York, Shoemaker. May 26 at 11, at the 
Station Actel, Paragon st, Hol!. Rhodes 
Hicks. Thos Jones, Birm, Builder. Jane 7 at offices of Coleman & Cole- 
man, Cannon st, Birm 
Hodges. Joseph. Carmarthen, Bootmaker. May 27 at 2, at the Town- 
hal!, Carmarthen. WLioyd, Carmarthen 4 
Hunt, Thos, Luton, Bedford, Tailor. May 25 at 4, at the Queen’s Hotel, 
Chapel st, Luton 
Hatchinsen, Wm, Old Goole, York, Wheelwright. May 26 at 2, at the 
Station Hotel, Paragon st, Hull 
ore Geo Chas, Birm, Grocer. May 26 at 3, at office of Jaques, Cherry 
st, Birm 
Keene, Hy, sen, Richmond. Surrey, Plumber. May 29 at 3, at office of 
Marsha’!, Lineoin’s-inn-ficlds 
Le Doux, John Ferdinand, Haniey. Stafford, Joiner. May 30 at 3, at 
office of Sherratt, Talk-on-the-Hill 
Lepie, Wm, Burwell, Cambridge, Grocer. June 5 at 11, at office of 
Ellison, Alexandra st. Petty Cary, Cambridge 
Lester, Abraham & Wm Higgins, Hurst hill, Sedgley, Stafford, Nail 
» Seems, May 30 at 11, at offices of Lowe, Wolverhampton st, 
udev 
Lynas. Wm, South Stockton, York, Innkeeper. June 2 at 2, at the Bon 
Lea Hote!, South Stockton. Dobson, Middlesborough 
Mills. Alf, High st, St John’s wood Upholsterer. June 2 at 3, at offices 
of Bitchall & Rogers, Southampton bidgs, Chancery lane, Harrison, 
Furnival’s inn 
Nicholson, John. Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer. May 27 at 12, at 
offices of Chambers & Son. Bank st, Sheffield 
Oshorr . Hy, *mallthorn, Stafford, Grocer. May 29 at 3, at offices of 
Hotlinshead, Market st, Tunsta!! 
Parker, Richd, Southampton st, Strand, Bootmaker. June 1 at 2, at 
offices of Lovett. New inn, Strand 
Pearson. Edwd, Cobridge. Stafford, Coal and Ironthaster. May 31 at 11, 
at offices of Sutton, Bursiem 
Pasere, Wm, Wilton, Wilts, Baker. May 31 at 2, at office of Tylee, St 
Thoms’ Churchyard, Salisbury, Kelsey 
Pearcy, John, Poltirmore, Devon, Farmer. May 29 at 11, at office of 
Hogqins. Paal «t, Exeter 
Peat. Enoch, Harthill. York, Butcher. May 26 at 1, at offices of Bur- 
dekin & Co, Nortolk at, Sheffield 
Rebanks, lease, Wormwood st, Stationer. May 30 at 3, at offices of 
Thwaites Basinghall st, Dobie, Basinghall st 





Richards, Arthur Robt, Queen’s crescent, Haverstock hill, Draper. May 
26 at 3, at offices of Slater & Pannell, Guildhall chambers. Pittman, 

Roberts, John Walker, Shrewsbury, Salop, Hairdresser. May 26 at 11, 
at the Lion Hotel, Wyle Cop, Shrewsbury. Morris, Shrewsbury 

Rodan, Archibald & Hy Sweeney, Lpool, Hosiers. May 30 at 3, at offices 
of Quinn, Lord st, Lpool 

Rowe, John, Wigan, Lancashire, Grocer. May 29 at 11, at office of 
Ashton, Fing st, Wigan 

Ryan, Bartholomew John, Ironmonger. June 7 at 3, at the Clarence 
Hotel, Spring gardens, Manch. Sale & Co, Manch 

Shipway, Hy, Birm, Timber Merchant. May 30 at 12, at offices of Jelf 
& Goule, Newham st, Birm 

Stowe. John Chas, Blackburn, Lancashire, Butcher. May 26 at 11, at 
the St Leger Hotel, Blackburn, Packwood, Blackburn 

Summers, Thos, Barnsley, Rope Manufacturer. June at 12, at the 
King’s Head Hotel, Barnsley 

Taylor, Robt, Middlesbrough, York, Grocer’s Assistant. May 29 at 3, 
at offices of Braithwaite, Albert rd, Middlesbrough. Bainbridge, 
Middlesbrough 

Taylor, Wm, Southport, Lancashire, Grocer. May 26 at 12, at Griffiths, 
Grapes Hotel, Lime st, Lpool, Thomas, Southport 

Thirkill, Robt, Huddersfield, York, Ironmonger, June 1 at 11, at the 
County Court, Huddersfield, Freeman 

Trass, Thos, jun, Lpool, Umbrella Manufacturer, June | at3, at office of 
Ponton, Vernon ohambers, Vernon st, Lpool 

Walker, Thos, Pendleton, Lancashire, Fish Salesman. May 26 at 3, at 
offices of Marriott & Woodall, King st, Manch 

Waltho, Peter & Richd Moody Lord, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Lock 
Manufacturers. May 26 at 11, at office of Green, Darlington st, 
Wolverhampton 

Warren, Selina, Handsworth, Stafford, Baker. May 26 at 11,at offices of 
Harrison Edmund st, Birm 

Weightman, Robt Thos, Bridlington, York, Grocer. May 29 at 12, at 
the Crown Hotel, Bridlington Quay. Spurr 

Westmoreland, Joseph, Guiseley, York, Builder. June | at 12, at offices 
of Bond & Barwick, Albion pl. Leeds 

Whalley, David, Yeadon, York, Cloth Manufacturer. May 3! at il, at 
office of Hargreaves, Call lane, Leeds 

Whitehead, John, Holloway rd, General Draper. May 24 at 3, at offices 
of Medcalf, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 

Williams, Johr, Lawrence lane, Linen Factor. June 1 at 12, at the 
Chamber cf Commerce, Cheapside. Sawbridge & Wrentmore 

Wilson, Jas, Thorpe St Andrew, Norfolk, Butcher. May 26 at 11, at 
offices of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich 

Wren, Wm, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Builder. May 30 at 4, at offices of 
Stone & Cy, Tunbridge Wells 








epee LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 


form :— 
ProposaL FoR LOAN ON MORTGAGES. 


Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build- 
ings, state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 

ENRY GREEN (many yearswith the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 

the Legal Profession to the advantages of his ja experience of upwards 

of yes a years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c., 

and hereby solicits their eontinued support.—N.B. One copy of advertise- 

ment only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 
File of “ London Gazette ” kept for reference. 


SLER’S CRYSTAL GLASS CHANDELIERS. 
TADLE GLASS OF ALL KINDS, 
CHANDELIERS IN BRONZE AND ORMOLU. 
Moderator Lamps, and Lamps for India. 
LONDON—Show Rooms, 45, OXFORD-STREET, W. 
BIRMINGHAM—Manufactory and Show Rooms, Broad-street. 


UTHORS ADVISED WITH as to the Cost of 
j genntins and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 
of Yares & AL¥xanpgeR, Printers, 7, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


ILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page for 20 
copies, from which price a large discount will be allowed if cash 
is immediately on completion of order, 
ates & Atyxanpen, Law Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 
RINTING of BYERY DESOBIPTION iam. 
famen General ; ‘ ets, 
8 Circulars, &c.—with poompaitad and at ‘moderate 


charges, 
Yarus ad aywentp-ios (and Church-passage), Ohancery- 
ne. 
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